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INCREASING RATES OF COMPENSION FOR SERVICE» 
CONNECTED SEVERELY DISABLED VETERANS 





THURSDAY, MAY 8, 1952 


House or Represenratives, 
SUBCOMMITTER OF THE 
ComMirrer ON VETERANS’ APFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 
; The subcommittee met at 10a. m., Hon. Walter Rogers (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The subcommittee will come to order, 

The bill HL. R. 7738 seeks to provide an increase of slightly over 15 
percent for the statutory award now granted the more severely 
disabled service-connected veterans. Those rates today are generally 
$42 per mouth. This bill seeks to provide a rate of 850. In addition 
the bill would raise the statutory award of $60 per month for certain 
tubercular veterans of World War | to $70 and make this uniform by 
applying it to World War IL and veterans of the Korean conflict. 

Uniformity is also sought to be established by increasing the rate 
of compensation for the loss of a creative organ from the present rate of 

$30 to $50 and making that applicable to veterans of all wars. 

The last two bills which have been considered and passed by the 
Congress granting increases In compensation and pension did not 
include any increase for the statutory award class. 

Mrs. Rogers has previously introduced the bill, H. R. 7446, pro- 
viding for a flat increase of 15 percent in the rates of statutory awards 
Without objection, the texts of the two bills and the reports thereon 
will be inserted at this point in the record. 

(The bills H. R. 7738 and H. R. 7446 and the reports are as follows 


{H. R. 7738, 82d Cong., 2d sess.) 


\ BILL To increase certain rates of veterans’ compensation provided for specific service-ineurred di 
abilities, and for other purposes 

Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives cf the United States” of 
America in Congress assembled, That (A) subparagraph (k), paragraph Il, part [, 
Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby amended tof[read 
as follows: 

“(k) If the disabled person, as the result of service-incurred disability, has 
suffered the anatomical loss or loss of use of a creative organ, or one foot, or one 
hand, or blindness of one eve, having only light perception, the rate of compen- 
sation therefor shall be $50 per month independent of any other compensation 
provided in part 1, paragraph IT, subparagraphs (a) to (j): and in the event of 
anatomical loss or loss of use of a creative organ, or one foot, or one hand, or 
blindness of one eve, having only light perception, in addition to the requirement 

i for any of the rates specified in subparagraphs (1) to (n), inclusive, of part T, 
paragraph IT, the rate of compensation shall be increased by $50 per month for 
each such loss or loss of use, but in no event to exceed $400 per month.” 

(B) The rate of compensation provided under subparagraph (1), paragraph 
~~ I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby increased 
to $266. 
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C) The rate of compensation provided under subparagraph (m), paragraph 
11, part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby increased 
to S313. 

(D) The rate of compensation provided under subparagraph (n), pars 
II, part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is bereby ine 
to S353. 

(E) The rates of compensation provided by subparagraphs (0) and (p), para- 
graph I], part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered | (a), as amended, are hereby 
increased to S400. 

Sec. 2. Paragraph I, part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, 
is hereby amended by adding a new subparagraph (q) to read as fellows 


q) If the disabled person is st 





mown to have had a service-ineurred disability 


resulting from an active tuberculous disease, which disease in the judgment of the 
\dministrator of Veterans’ Affairs has reached a condition of complete arrest, 
the month COPPER PDC risiet pay shall be not less than S70.’ 

See. 5S. The rate of compensation provided by the last paragrap {f section 
202 (3) of the World War Veterans’ Act, 1024, as amended (38 U.S. C. 473), for 
th 1s of the tse of a creative organ or one or more feet or hariuds Is here bv mn- 
ereased to SSO 

Sec. 4. The rate of compensation provided in section 202 (7) of the World War 
Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended (38 U. Ss. C. 480 . for arrested tuberculosis is 


hereby increased to S70 

See. 5. All rates of compensation provided by the first paragraph of section 
202 (3) of the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended (388 U.S. C. 473), for 
specific disebilities and combinations of specific disabilities which are not other- 
wise increased by this Act are hereby increased eleven per centum: Provided, 
That in any cese the rate of compensation, as increased, shall be further adjusted 
upward or downward to the nearest doilar: And provided further, That such 
increase shall not apply to the rate of compensation authorized for permanent 
and total disability 

Sec. 6. The maximum additional sum authorized by section 202 (5), World 
War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended (38 U.S. C. 478), for the need of a nurse 
or attendant is hereby increased to 356. 

Sec. 7. The rates of compensation authorized by this Act shall be effective 
from the first day of the second calendar month following the date of approval of 
this Act 


fH. R. 7446, 82d Cong., 2d sess! 
A BILL To amend Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, to increase the additional rates o 
compensation provided for specific service-incurred disabilities 

Re it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
American in Congress assembled, That the monthly rates of compensation provided 
in subparagraphs (k) to (p), inclusive, of paragraph II, part I, Veterans Regulation 
Numbered 1 (a), as amended, are hereby increased 15 per ceutum. 

Sec. 2. The increased rates authorized by this Act shall be effective from the 
first day of the second calendar month following the date of approval of this Act 


[No. 275] 
Comirres ON VerTerRANS’ Arrarrs, House or REPRESENTATIVES 


VeTreRANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 6, 1952. 
Hon. Joun bk. Rankin, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Rankin: Reference is made to your letter of April 20, 1952, 
requesting a report from the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 7446, Fighty- 
second Congress, a bill to amend Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended, to 
increase the additional rates of compensation provided for specifie service-ineurred 
disabilities. 

The purpose of the bill is to increase by 15 percent the monthly rates of com- 
pensation for certain specific service-incurred disabilities which are authorized 
under subparagraphs (k) to (p), inclusive, of paragraph II, part I, Veterans 
Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended. These rates are provided for the anatomical 
loss or loss of use of either or both of the hands or feet, blindness, total deafness, 
and various combinations of the mentioned disabilities; $42 per month is author- 
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ized for certain single losses, in addition to the basie monthly compensation 


ranging from S15 to $150 per month according to the degree of disability). The 
monthivy compensation rates for the more disabling of the mentioned conditions 
range from S240 to a maximum of S360. Additional amounts are pavable on 


account of a wife, children, or dependent parents in all cases where the disability 
is rated 50 percent or more. The monthly rates of such additional compensation 
in totally disabled cases range from S21 to S91, depending upon the number and 
tvpe of dependents 

Che existing rates under subparagraphs (k) through (p), supra, and the increased 
rates as proposed by H. R. 7446, are as follows: 


Existing law Hl. R. 744 Increase Existing law Hi. KR. 744 i 
k) $2 Sis 30 Mm. 0 mn) SUIS S365. 70 $47.70 
200 278) 1.0 oO) S00 4! 4. iM 
m) S22 M0 42. 40) j “ 14 400 


The above rates of compensation are applicable to veterans of the Spanish 
American War group, World War I, World War IJ, and veterans of service on or 
after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as may be determined by the President 
or the Congress. Such rates are also pavable if the specific disabilities were 
incurred in line of duty as the direct result of armed conflict or while engaged in 
extrahazardous service, including service under conditions simulating war. The 
rates of compensation for disability incurred in service other than in a period of 
war or on or after June 27, 1850, are SO percent of the wartime rates. 

All monthly rates of compensation for serviee-connected disabilities were 
increased by 20 percent on September 1, 1946, pursuant to Public Law 662, 
Seventy-ninth Congress, August 8, 1946. On Deeember 1, 1949, the basic rates 
of disability compensation for disabilities rated 10 to 100 percent were increased 
approximately 8.7 percent pursuant to Public Law 339, Fightyv-first Congress, 
October 10, 1949. No increase was authorized by the latter act in the rates for 
specifie disabilities as described above. 

You are, of course, aware of H. R. 4394, Kightv-second Congress, now pending 
before conferees of both Houses which, among other things, proposes to increase 
by 5 percent the basic rates of compensation for disabilities rated from 10 through 
1 percent and increase by 15 percent the basic rates for disabilities rated from 
50 through 100 percent. H.R. 4304 further provides that the mentioned inerease 
in basie rates of compensation shall not apply to the special rates of compensation 
contemplated by H. R. 7446. The compensation aspect of the bill is not in 
disagreement. In connection with the recent Senate consideration of H. R. 4394, 
a floor amendment proposed by Senator Douglas having the identical purpose as 
H. R. 7446 was rejected after considerable debate. 

It is estimated that the first vear’s cost of H. R. 7446, if enacted, and the 
number of cases affected would be as follows: 


Number of First vear's 


Causes 


World War IT 51, Ow) &7_ 49, 000 
World War I - 4. 000 1, 301,000 
Spanish-American War mW 19.000 
Regular Establishment . 3, 400 447, 000 

Total P . 14, 000 ©, 406, 000 


This estimate does not include veterans with service on or after June 27, 1950, 
for which it is not possible to make any estimate of cost at the present time. 

The President in his message of January 9, 1952, to the Congress on the state 
of the Union stated in part: 

“We should also make some cost-of-living adjustments for those receiving 
veterans’ compensation for death or disability incurred in the service of our 
country.” 

Due to the urgent request of the committee for a report on this measure, there 
has not been sufficient time in which to ascertain from the Bureau of the Budget 
the relationship of the proposed legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 


Cart R. Gray., Jr., Administrator. 
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iH R. 7783, S2d Cong , 2d sess.] 


A BILL To increase certain rates of veterans’ compensation provided for specific service-incurred 
disabilities, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
Amertea tn Congress assembled, That (A) subparagraph (k), paragraph IT, part I, 
Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 

“(k) If the disabled person, as the result of service-incurred disability, has 
suffered the anatomical loss or loss of use of a creative organ, or one foot, or 
one hand, or blindness of one eye, having only light perception, the rate of com- 
pensation therefor shall be $50 per month independent of any other compensation 
provided in part I, paragraph II, subparagraphs (a) to (j); and in the event of 
anatomical loss or loss of use of a creative organ, or one foot, or one hand, or 
blindness of one eve, having only light perception, in addition to the require- 
ment for any of the rates specified in subparagraphs (1) to (n), inclusive, of part 
I, paragraph IT, the rate of compensation shall be increased by 850 per month 
for each such loss or loss of use, but in no event to exceed $400 per month.’’ 

(B) The rate of compensation provided under subparagraph (1), paragraph IT, 
part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, is hereby increased to 
S206. 

(C) The rate of compensation provided under subparagraph (m), paragraph 
II, part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered | (a), as amended, is hereby increased 
to S313. 

(D) The rate of compensation provided under subparagraph (n), paragraph 
IT, part T, Veterans Regulation Numbered | (a), as amended, is hereby increased 
to S353. 

(fk) The rates of compensation provided by subparagraphs (0) and (p), para- 
yraph II, part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, are hereby 
increased to S400, 

See. 2. Paragraph II, part I, Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended, 
is herebv amended by adding a new subparagraph (q) to read as follows: 

“(q) If the disabled person is shown to have had a service-incurred disability 
resulting from an active tuberculous disease, which disease in the judgment of 
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs has reached a condition of complete arrest, 
the monthly compensation shall be not less than S70.” 

Sec. 3. The rate of compensation provided by the last paragraph of section 
202 (3) of the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended (38 U.S. C. 473), for 
the loss of the use of a creative organ or one or more feet or hands is hereby in- 
creased to S50 

Sec. 4. The rate of compensation provided in section 202 (7) of the World 
War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended (38 U.S. C. 480), for arrested tuberculosis 
is hereby inereased to S70. 

Sec. 5. All rates of compensation provided by the last two provisos of the 
first paragraph of section 202 (3) of the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as 
amended (38 U.S. C. 473), are hereby increased LL per centum: Prorided, That 
in anv case the rate of compensation, as increased, shall be further adjusted 
upward or downward to the nearest dollar. 

Sec. 6. The maximum additional sum anthorized by section 202 (5), World 
War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended (38 U.S. C. 478), for the need of a nurse or 
attendant is hereby increased to S867, 

Sec. 7. The rates of compensation authorized by this Act shall be effective 
from the first day of the second calendar month following the date of approval 
of this Act. 





[No. 277] 
Comirree ON Veterans’ Arrarrs, House or RePRESENTATIVES 


VererRANs’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 12, 1962. 
Hon. Joun FE. Rankin, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Rankin: Reference is made to your request of May 8, 1952, for a 
report from the Veterans’ Administration on H. R. 7783, Right y-second Congress, 
a bill to increase certain rates of veterans’ compensation provided for specific 
service-incurred disabilities, and for other purposes 





i 
| 
| 
i 
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The purposes of the bill are- 

(1) To increase by approximately 19 percent the monthly rate of compensation 
(payable in addition to basie compensation which ranges from $15 to $150 per 
month) for the anatomical Joss or loss of use of one foot, or one hand, or blindness 
of one eye, having only light perception, authorized under subparagraph (k), 
paragraph II, part I, Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a), as amended. The present 
additional amount payable for such single loss is $42 per month which would be 
increased to S50. 

(2) To authorize for the first time under Public, No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, 
and the Veterans Regulations, a statutory rate of 850 per month tor the loss or 
loss of use of a creative organ. Such new rate would be authorized by amending 
the mentioned subparagraph (k). 

(3) To increase by approximately 11 percent the monthly rates of compensation 
for the anatomical loss or loss of use of both hands, both feet, blindness, total 
deafness, and various combinations of such disabilities authorized under sub- 
paragraphs (1) to (p), inclusive, paragraph I], part I, Veterans Regulation No. 1 
(a), as amended. The monthly compensation rates payable for such disabilities 
now range from S240 to a maximum of 8360. (Additional amounts are payable 
on account of a wife, children, or dependent parents in such cases and in all others 
where the disability is rated 50 percent or more. The monthly rates of such 
additional compensation in totally disabled cases range from S21 to 891 depending 
upon the number and type of dependents. The bill would not increase these 
additional amounts for dependents.) 

(4) To authorize for the first time under Public, No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, 
and the Veterans Regulations, a minimum monthly rate of compensation of $70 
for service-incurred tuberculosis which has reached a condition of complete arrest. 

(5) To inerease the rate of compensation now authorized for World War I 
veterans under the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, for the loss of 
use of a creative organ from 330 to 850 (6624 percent increase), and for the loss 
of use of one or more feet or hands from S42 to S50 (19 percent increase). 

(6) To inerease the rate of compensation authorized for World War I veterans 
under the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, for arrested tuberculosis 
from S60 to S70 (1625 percent increase) 

(7) To increase by 11 percent to the nearest dollar all rates of compensation 
provided by the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, for the following 
conditions: 

Loss of the use of both eves from S198 to $220. 
Loss of the use of both eves and one or more limbs from S258 to S286, 
Double total permanent disability from S25S to S2S6. 

8S) To increase the maximum additional sum for aid and attendance from 
S60 to S67 (11 percent to the nearest dollar 

The existing rates under subparagraphs (k) through (p) of the mentioned 
Veterans Regulation, supra, and the increased rates as proposed by H. R. 7783 
are as follows: 


{ i 
Existing law H.R s Tnerease Existing law H. R. 778 Increase 
} “1 . aa Sits e373 ens 
| S240) ‘ ( Sar wu w) 
in sos2 ] i] : caer Ol] iw) 10 


The above rates and all other rates of disability compensation authorized under 
Public No. 2, Seventy-third Coneress, and the Veterans Regulations, are appli- 
cable to veterans of the Spanish-American War group, World War I, World War 
IT, and veterans of service on or after June 27, 1950, and prior to such date as may 
be determined by the President or the Congress. Such rates are also pavable if 
the speeific disabilities were incurred in line of duty as the direet result of armed 
conflict or while engaged in extra-hazardous service, including service under 
conditions simulating war. The rates of compensation for disability incurred in 
service other than in a period of war or on or after June 27, 1950, are SO percent 
of the wartime rates. 

The rates of compensation increased by sections 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the bill are 
authorized under the Worid War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, and are ap- 
plicable only to World War I veterans. 

All monthly rates of compensation for service-connected disability were in- 
creased by 20 percent on September 1, 1946, pursuant to Public Law 662, Seventy- 
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ninth Congress, August 8, 1946. On December 1, 1949, the basic rates of dis- 
ability compensation for disabilities rated 10 percent to 100 percent were increased 
approximately 8.7 percent pursuant to Public Law 339, Eighty-first Congress, 
October 10, 1949. No increase was authorized by the latter act in the rates for 
specific disabilities as described above. 

You are, of course, aware of H. R. 4394, Eighty-second Congress, the report of 
the conferees on which was accepted by the House May 8, 1952, and the Senate 
May 9, 1952. This bill, among other thines, proposes to increase by 5 percent 
the basic rates of compensation for disabilities rated from 10 percent through 49 
percent and increase by 15 percent the basic rates for disabilities rated from 50 
percent through 100 percent. H. R. 4394 further provides that the mentioned 
increase in basic rates of compensation shall not apply to the special rates of 
compensation contemplated by H. R. 7783. In connection with the Senate 
consideration of H. R. 4394, a floor amendment proposed by Senator Douglas 
— a purpose similar to section 1 of H. R. 7783 was rejected after considerable 
debate. 

As previously indicated, the bill would authorize new rates of compensation for 
the loss of use of a creative organ and for arrested tuberculosis with respect to 
veterans of World War ITI and of service on and after June 27, 1950. These two 
purposes were the subject of previous bills considered by your committee, namely, 
H. R. 318 and H. R. 316, Eighty-second Congress, upon which the Veterans’ 
Administration reported to vour committee under dates of February 21, 1951, and 
February 26, 1951, respectivelv. Copies of such reports are contained in House 
Reports Nos. 234 and 232, which are enclosed for your ready referene>. 

It is estimated that H. R. 7783, if enacted, would cost approximately £24,- 
680,000 the first vear, affecting approximately 119,900 veterans. This estimate 
does not take into consideration veterans who served on or after June 27, 1950, 
with respect to whom it is not possible to make any estimate of cost at the present 
time. There is enclosed a detailed breakdown of such cost estimate by sections of 
the bill and by veterans’ groups. 

The President in his message of January 9, 1952, to the Congress on the state of 
the Union, stated in part: 

“We should also make some cost-of-living adjustments for those receiving 
veterans’ compensation for death or disability incurred in the service of our 
country.” 

Due to the urgent request of the committee for a report on this measure, there 
has not been sufficient time in which to ascertain from the Bureau of the Budget 
the relationship of the proposed legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely vours, 
O. W. CrarK 
(For Carl R. Gray, Jr., Administrator). 


Estimated cost of H. R. 7783, 82d Cong., fiscal year 1953 


Number of Estimated 





veterans cost fiseal 
affected year 1953 
Sec. | 
Increases to present (kK) through (p) cases ‘ (4, 000 $9, 274, 000 
Loss of creative organ added to (k)!_.._. 15, 000 9, 000, 000 
Total . 79, 000 18, 274, 00) 
Sec. 2: Proposed subpar. (q), arrested TB? 7, 900 2, 062, OVD 
Sec. 3: Increase for loss of use of creative organ, World War Veterans’ Act, 
3, 200 768, 000 


sec. W2 (3)3 
Sec, 4: Increase for arrested TB, World War Veterans’ Act, sec. 202 (7). 29, 800 3, 57 
Sees. 5 and 6 

Increases for other sec. 202 (3) cases ¢ 
Increase for sec. 202 (5) cases ¢ 


#, OOO 


24, 680, 000 


Grand total... 119, 900 


! No available data on which to base an estimate for Regular Establishment and Spanish-American 
War cases involving loss of creative organ. 

2 Cost estimate is based on difference between proposed rate and rates provided in H. R. 4894, 82d Cong. 

3 No available data on which to base an estimate of increased cost for loss or loss of use of a hand or foot. 

* No available data on which to base an estimate. 

NorTe.—Above estimates do not include veterans entitled under Public Law 28, 82d Cong., since it is 
not possible to make any estimate of cost at this time for veterans with service on or after June 27, 1950. 
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Estimated cost of H. R. 7783, 82d Cong., fiscal year 1953 





Estimated | 


, Estimated 
penta md cost fiscal 
affected | year 1953 





eee pe at. ACES roan 73,300 | $18, 309, 000 
EERE -- 2. acta apieadatioabiapebeaons me 2° 000 5, 676, 000 
etkaueee 78,000 





Regular Establishment. SSPE SES oe SE 4, 500 
RS EN A ES Ee s 100 17, 000 
Total____- ee ee a 119, 900 24, 680, 000 
| 





Mr. Rocers. We will now hear from Mr. Birdsall of the Veterans’ 
Administration. 


STATEMENT OF GUY H. BIRDSALL, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR 
FOR LEGISLATION, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Birpsatt. Mr. Chairman, my name is Guy H. Birdsall, 
Assistant Administrator for Legislation, Veterans’ Administration. 

I would also like, if there is no objection, to record the attendance 
here of Mr. Donald C. Knapp from my office; Dr. William B. Dyess, 
Director, Claims Statistics Service; and Mr. Mark S. Robson, legal 
member of the Rating Schedule Board of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, their presence will be noted for 
the record. 

Mr. Binpsauyi. The Veterans’ Administration has not made a 
formal report on this bill which was introduced May 6. However, 
we have reviewed the bill, and | am ready to make a general statement 
on it along the lines of that which we did with H. R. 7446 on the 
statutory increases. 

The estimated cost of this particular measure, H. R. 7738, is 
broken down as follows: 

On section 1, the increases to the present subparagraphs (k) through 
(p) of part I, paragraph 2, of Veterans’ Regulation 1 (a)—that is all 
your statutory cases—includes, with the conditions that are now in 
those subparagraphs, for the first time the loss of or the loss of the 
use of the creative organ. The cost, outside of the addition of the 
creative organ, would affect 64,000 cases, and the estimated cost for 
the fiscal year 1953 is $9,274,000. 

The loss of the use of the creative organ added to these pictures, 
disability pictures, would involve 15,000 cases at an estimated cost 
of $9,000,000. Data are not available to estimate the cost of this 
new award in Spanish War and peacetime cases. 

The total, therefore, for section 1 of the bill—that is, the estimated 
cost for the fiscal year 1953—would be $18,274,000 on the basis of 
available data. 

Section 2 of the bill proposes to add a minimal statutory award for 
arrested tuberculosis. At the present time such award is limited to 
World War I veterans under Public Law 141 of the Seventy-third 
Congress, of March 28, 1934, as amended. But this would place it 
also in the Veterans Regulations and would be applied particularly 
to World War I, World War II, and Korean veterans and veterans of 
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prior wars--the Spanish-American War, the Boxer Rebellion, and 
the Philippine Insurrection. That would affect 7,900 cases at an 
estimated cost for the fiscal vear 1953, of $2,062,000. 

Section 3 of the bill which would call for an increase for the loss of 
use of creative organ would be applicable only to World War I veterans, 
to bring it into uniformity to the rate proposed in the bill, That 
would affect 3.200 cases at an estimated cost for the fiseal vear 1953 
of S768,000. 

Section 4 would similarly increase the arrested tubercular award 
for World War veterans under Public Law 141 and would affect 29,800 
cases at an estimated cost for the fiscal vear 1955 of $3,576,000. 

Sections 5 and 6 take care of increases for other seetion 202 (3) 
eases, World War Veterans’ Act, and also the aitendant allowance 
rate which is contained in section 202 (5) of the World War Veterans’ 
Act. We could not estimate on those. 

So the grand total of the estimated cost and number of cases ts 
119,900 cases, with a fiseal vear 1953 esiimated cost of $24,680,000. 

We do not have available data on which to base an estimate of 
cost of loss of use of creative organ for the Regular Establishment and 
the Spanish-American War. 

The rates in sections | and 2 being included in part [ of Veterans 
Regulation | (a), as amended, automatically the peacetime veterans 
would be entitled to 80 percent of such rates. 

The cost estimate is based on the difference between the proposed 
rates and rates provided in H. R. 4394 of the Eighty-second Congress, 
as reported by the conferees. 

There are no available data on which to base an estimate of increased 
cost for loss or loss of use of a hand or foot, and there was no available 
data on which to base an estimate on section 5 and section 6 of the 
bill 

This cost estimate does not include any amounts for Korean veterans 
under Public Law 28, Eighty-second Congress, since it is not possible 
to make any estimate of the cost at this time for veterans with service 
on or after June 27, 1950. 

The estimate is broken down by the various wars as follows: 

World War IT eases, 73,300, at an estimated cost of $18,309,000; 

World War 1, 42,000 cases, at an estimated cost of $5,676,000; 

Regular Establishment, 4,500 cases, at an estimated cost of 
SOT7TS 000: 

Spanish-American War, 100 cases, at an estimated cost of $17,000, 

As I indicated, that is a total of 119,900 cases, at an estimated cost 
of $24,680,000. 

\Mirs. RoGrers. What does the Veterans’ Administration recom- 
mend? | understand the President has recommended that the in- 
crease in the cost of living should be considered in this matter. 

Mr. Birpsauy. That was included in his budget message. He ree- 
ommended increases in compensation rates. He made no detailed 
statement as to the types of distribution or the groups to be affected, 

Mrs. Rogers. Of course, we have increased the pay of every Fed- 
eral employee, I think, with the exception of Members of Congress. 

Mr. Birpsau.. As stated by the chairman a few minutes ago, the 
general purpose of this bill, the over-all purpose, is to include for in- 
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creases those rates other than for total and lesser degrees of disability 
and rates that are included in H. R. 4394. It would include statutory 
awards, but this bill would also apply to World War [| statutory 
awards, the other wars, and the Korean service, by putting them in 
Veterans Regulation 1 (a). 

Lhave that information tabulated here if vou would like to have it. 

Mrs. Rogers. Could that be done without legislation? 

Mr. Brrpsate. No. Those Veterans Regulations are law today. 

lL have a tabulation here on the compensation rate increases between 
1940 and 1951, World Wars I and IL and service on or after June 27, 
1950, taking the rates from total disability down to include 10 percent, 
shown in the first column, and showing the rates in 1940 for those cis- 
abilities rated from S10 to S100 for compensation purposes. 

In 1944 those rates were increased by Public Law 312 of the Seventv- 
eighth Congress, approved May 27, 1944, so that the rates became 
$11.50 for 10 percent disabilities up to $115 for other disabilities. 

In 1946 those rates were changed from $11.50 to $13.80 for the 10- 
pereent disability up to $138 for total disability, the latter being an 
increase from S115. That was the act approved August 8, 1946, 
Public Law 662 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, granting a 20 percent 
Increase 

In 1948 the Congress enacted Public Law S877, July 2, 1948, as 
amended by Public Law 339, Eighty-first Congress, October 10, 194%, 
which provided additional compensation for dependents payable to 
the veteran who is 50 percent or more disabled. 

In 1949 there was Public Law 339, to which | have just referred, 
which changed the 813.80 rate for 10-percent disability to S15, and the 
total disability was changed from S138 to S150. 

As to your statutory rates, for the loss of a hand, foot, or eve, in 
the Veterans Regulations in 1940 that rate was $35, and the rates in 
(I) through (0) — that ts, the later paragraphs—were S150 to $250 
per month 

In 1945, by Public Law 182 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, approved 
September 20, 1945, the $35 rate remained the same, but the rates 
from (1) through (p) were changed to range from $200 to S300, 

Then, by the act of August 8, 1946, Publie Law 662, Seventy-ninth 
Congress, the statutory award for loss of the use of hand, foot, or eve 
was changed from $835 to $42 a month, and the mentioned higher 
rates were changed from S200-8300 to 8240-8360. 

That was August 8, 1946; so it is approximately 6 vears since those 
particular rates have been changed. 

These rates also were given the benefit of additional compensation 
for dependents for 50-percent disability or more. 

Mr. Chairman, if vou would like, I can insert this chart in the 
record 

Mr. RoGers. Without objection, it may be inserted in the reeord 
at this point, 

(The chart above referred to is as follows:) 
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Table of disability compensation rate increases 1940-51, World War I and II, and 
service on or after June 27, 1950! 








Disability compensation: Veterans Regulation No. | 


1 (a), as amended, pt. 1, par. LI, subpars. (a) to (j), 
basic rates 10-100 percent disability 





1M40: $10-$100. 


1944: $11.50-$115. 
(15 percent increase by Public Law 312, 78th 


Cong., approved May 27, 1944.) 
1945 


1946: $13.80-$138, 
(20-percent increase by sec. 2, Public Law 
662, 79th Cong., approved Aug. 8, 1946.) 


198: By Public Law 877, 80th Cong., July 2, 1948, 
as amended by Public Law 339, Sist Cong., 
Oct. 10, 1949, the following additional com- 
pensation for dependents is payable to the 
veteran, if he is totally disabled: 


Wile, no child. 
Wife, 1 child 35. 00 
Wile, 2 children 45.0) 
Wife, 3 or more children 58.00 
No wife, 1 child 14.00 
No wife, 2 children 24.50 
No wife, 3 or more children 35.00 
7.50 


Each dependent parent r 
If the veteran is partially disabled, but not less 
than SO percent, the additional compensa- 
tion for dependents is a proportion of the 
above amounts 
1949: $15-$150. 


$21.00 | 














Disability compensation: Veterans Regulation No.1 
(a), as amended, pt. I, par. II, subpars. (k) to 
| (p), svecial awards and allowances for specific 
| disabilities 


| 1940: (Kk), $35. 
a through (o), $150-$250. 
| 1944. 
| 1945: (k), $35. 
| ()) through (p), $200-$300. 
| (Public Law 182, 79th Cong., approved 
| Sept. 20, 1945, added new subpar. (p)). 
1946: (k), $42. 
()) through (p), $240-360. 
! (20-perceat inerease by sec. 2, Public Law 
| 662, 79th Cong., approved Aug. 8, 1916.) 
| 1948: By Public Law 877, 80th Cong., July 2, 1948, 
as amended by Public Law 339, Sist Cong., 
| Oct. 10, 1949, the following additional com- 
| pensation for dependents is payable to the 
veteran, if be is totally disabled: 
Wife, no child $21.00 
Wife, 1 child 35. 00 
Wife, 2 children 45.50 
Wife, 3 or more children 56. 00 
No wife, 1 child 14.00 
No wife, 2 children 24.50 
No wile, 3 or more children 35. 00 
Each dependent parent 17.50 
If the veteran is partially disabled, but not 
less than 50 percent, the additional com- 
pensation for dependents is a proportion of 
the above amounts. 
1949 








(Public Law 339, 8Ist Cong., Oct. 10, 1949.) 





1950, and prior to such date as shall thereafter be determined by P. Presidential 
May 11, 1951) 


! Service on or after June 27, 
proclamation or concurrent sunietion of the Congress (Public Law 28, 82d Cong., 


Norte.— Under existing law, peacetime rates are 80 percent of wartime rates, except that if the disability 
was incurred (1) as a direct result of armed conflict, or (2) while engaged in extra hazardous service, or (3) 
while the United States is engaged in war, the wartime rates are payable. 

Office of legislation, Veterans’ Administration, Jan. 23, 1952. 


Source 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mr. Birpsaut. Of course, Mrs. Rogers, you do have two bills that 
passed the House in 1951 that are in the Finance Committee of the 
Senate, H. R. 318 and H. R. 316, having to do with the statutory 
award for the loss of the use of a creative organ and also the minimum 
award for arrested tuberculosis. Of course, those bills contain the 
now existing rates rather than the increased rates. 

Mrs. Rocers. Of course, we did have a flat increase of all compen- 
sation some years ago for everybody, when these groups were left out. 

Mr. Birpsau. This group was last increased by the 1946 act 

Mr. Chairman, I have an excerpt here from the Congressional 
Record, with respect to the proceedings in the Senate on H. R. 4394 
which, if you like, I can put in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


[From the Congressional Record, April 3, 1952] 


Mr. Dovcuas. Mr. President, on behalf of myself, the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. Benton], the Senator from Minnesota {Mr. Hum yhre\}], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. Ives], the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Monroney], the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Moodv], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Aiken], and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hill], 
I send an amendment to the desk in the form of a substitute for the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Cordon]. 

The Presipine Orricer, The clerk will state the amendment. 
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The LEaisuative CLERK. In lieu of the language proposed to be inserted by Mr. 
Cordon, Mr. Douglas, and other Senators propose to insert the following: ‘‘and 
all monthly rates of compensation payable by the Veterans’ Administration 
under subparagraphs (k) through (p) of paragraph II of part I of Veterans Regula- 
tion No. 1 (a), as amended, are hereby increased by 15 percent: Provided, 
That such increases shall not apply to dependency allowances or subsistence 
allowances.” 

Mr. Dovetas. Mr. President, this amendment is intended to conce.atrate 
our attention upon a more detailed group than is included in the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Oregon, which covers not only this group, but other 
groups. 

My amendment proposes a 15-percent cost-of-living increase for veterans who 
are totally blind, who have lost two or more limbs, who are paraplegics, or who 
have injuries which render them so helpless as to make them in need of medical 
care and attendance, and who under present provisions of the bill would receive 
no inereased compensation at all. It is intended to provide added compen- 
sation for those whose monthly compensation was originaly fixed by statute 
but are excluded in this bill. It was this very group which was excluded in 1949, 
when the cost of living increase was granted. The purpose of this amendment 
is to make certain that thev are not excluded a second time. 

I suggest that this would be a better method of dealing with the matter than is 
the method proposed by the Senator from Oregon, because if my amendment were 
acted upon favorably, we could then consider on their merits, the supplementary 
groups covered by the amendment of the Senator from Oregon. My amendment 
is submitted in an effort to define the issue more closely. 

Mr. SALToNSTALL. Mr. President, will the Senator vield? 

Mr. Douatas. I yield. 

Mr. SatronsTaLL. Do | understand correctly that the Senator's amendment 
would bring into the bill an entirely new number of groups who were not orig- 
inally a part of the bill? 

Mr. Doueuas. That is correct. Members of the committee can correct me if 
I am wrong, but as I understand, the bill as reported by the committee excludes 
some groups who are most severely disabled, but whose compensation was orig- 
inally fixed by statute, namely, paraplegics, double amputees, and the totally 
blind. I believe I am correct in that, am I not? 

Mr. Groree. The Senator from Illinois is correct. In 1946, at the end of the 
war, we increased the compensation of these special cases by 20 percent. The 
rates were fixed originally by special legislation. For instance, double amputees 
now receive $360 a month. 

Undoubtedly the House felt that the veterans who had been covered by special 
statutes were already, with the 1946 increase, pretty well provided for. 

Mr. Dovetas. In other words, the contention of the Senator from Georgia is 
that the original scale of benefits for those groups, as adjusted in 1946, was per- 
haps somewhat excessive in comparison with what was received by other veterans, 

Mr Georce. No; | think they were very liberal, and we made them liberal 
intentionally. 

Mr. Dove as. I think that is a perfectly defensible point of view to take, but 
I should like to point out that when the cost-of-living increase was granted in 
1949, it did not apply to groups I have mentioned. They were left out, so they 
have already suffered one deflation of real income, as related to their 1946 base. 

As we all know, since 1949 there has been a further increase in the cost of 
living of about 10 percent. If these categories of disabled veterans are again ex- 
cluded, they wil! have another deflation. I simply make the point that they 
should not be forgotten a second time. 

Mr Lexuman and Mr. SaLTonstTaLyt addressed the Chair. 

The Presipinc Orricer. Does the Senator from Illinois yield; and if so, 
to whom? 

Mr. Dovetas. I yield first to the Senator from New York, and then I shall 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. Lenman. While it is true that the classifications which are stated in the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Illinois are not included in H. R. 4394, 
as amended, is it not a fact that these classifications are recognized as repre- 
senting veterans who require compensation? 

Mr. Douwc tas. Of course. 

Mr. Leuman. In other words, it does not create entirely new classifications. 
The injuries suffered by the veterans covered by the amendment are all service- 
connected injuries, are they not? 
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Mr. Dove tas. They are all service-connected disabilities of severely dis- 
abled veterans. Who can be more disabled than a paraplegic, unable to walk? 
Who can be more disabled than a double amputee? Who can be more disabled 
than someone totally blind, or virtually blind? These are the very groups who 
suffer most, vet they are the groups which are being omitted a second time 
by this bill. It may be said that the original compensation was very liberal; 
but was it so liberal that these veterans should be penalized twice? 

Mr. Lenman. Mr. President, will the Senator vield for a further question? 

Mr. Dovetas. I vield 

Mr. Leuman. Is it not a fact that the veterans who would receive additional 
compensation under the amendment are subject to the same hardships ineident 
to the inerease in the cost of living as are the other classes enumerated in the 
House bill, as amended? 

Mr. Dovetas. Certainlv: and since 1946 there has been a big inerease in the 
cost of living, which amounted to approximately 20 pereent in the space of 2 
vears. ‘Then an inerease of 10 percent was superimposed on the previous one. 
So there has been a tremendous deflation in the real income of these groups. 

We are not proposing to make up the cost of living increase which was not 
granted in 1940. Weare merely asking that these groups be not omitted a second 
tite 

I now vield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. Savronstans. | should like to ask the Senator from Illinois a question. — | 
mav be wrong, but as | understand his amendment, it strikes out the whole first 
page of the bill, H. R. 4304 If the Senator’s amendment is adopted, and that is 
done, it will change the whole character of the bill, beeause all the veterans with 
disabilities of from LO to 49 pereent and from 50 to LOO percent will be eliminated 
from the bil lam not sure Lam right, but IT believe Tam. 

Is it not better to have the Senator's amendment the subject of another bill, 
or if it is to be added as an amendment to the pending bill, not to have it strike 
from the bill, which the committee is attempting to have passed, the veterans in 
these categories? 

Mr. Dovctas. | am sorry to sav that the Senator from Massachusetts is mis- 
taken in his understanding of the nature of the amendment. If he will look at the 
copy at the desk or the copy LT have, he can see that all it proposes to do is strike 
out the semicolon at the end of line 7, and to substitute new language which will 
provide for a 15-pereent increase in compensation for those groups which are coy 
ered by subparagraphs (k) through (p) in the regulations of the Veterans’ Ad 
rriitiistration. 

Phe Presipine Orricer. If the Senator from [linois will permit the Chair to 
make a sugvestion to him, the amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon 
proposes to strike out all of page 1, and to insert a substitute therefor 

Phe amendment offered by the Senator from [llinois proposes to strike the 
colon at the end of line 7 and then to insert new language ahead of the proviso 
The proviso which follows the new language is identical with the proviso following 
the language proposed by the Senator from Oregon It seems to the Chair that 
the Senator from Illinois should state whether he wishes his amendment to be 
considered as a perfecting amendment to the basic text of the bill, or whether he 
wishes it offered as an amendment prefecting the Cordon amendment 

Mir. Dovenas. Mr. President, may | be heard? 

\Ir. Savronstani. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Phe Prestopine Orrtcer. The Senator will state it 

Mir. Savronstrane. As | listened to the Senator from I[llinois, I gained the 
impression that he offered the amendment as a substitute for the amendment 
offered bv the Senator from Oregon 

The Presipine Orricer. It was offered in that language, but it seems to the 
Chair that it is not a substitute, in view of the fact that it does not strike out 
the same language in the text, whereas the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Oregon did strike out the entire text in lines 3 to 10 inclusive 

Mr. Dotceias. Mr. President, would it be in order for me to ask that my sub- 
stitute be amended or modified by adding to it the present contents of lines | to 7, 
up to the semicolon, so that it will consist of the present language plus the language 
which | have added? 

The Prestoinc Orricer. The Senator can modify his amendment, but it seems 
to the Chair that so far as the Senator’s amendment is concerned, he has not 
stricken lines | to 7, inclusive; and if his amendment were offered simply as a 
perfecting amendment directed to the text of the bill, there would be no necessity 
or striking out lines 8, 9, and LO. 
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Mr. Grorce. Mr. President, the amendment, if offered as a substitute, can 
be offered only as a substitute for the pending amendment, or as an amendment 
to that amendment. There can be but one amendment at a time pending before 
the Senate. I understood the Senator from Illinois to say that he was offering 
his amendment as a substitute for the amendment of the Se ator from Oregon. 

Mr. Doveuas. That is correct. 

The Prestpine Orricer. The Cordon amendment was a complete substitute 
for the text in lines 3 and 10, inclusive, on pave 1. 

Mr. Grorce. That is correct; and that is the pending question, 

The PresipinG Orricer, Prior to the consideration of a substitute amendment, 
an amendment perfecting the original text is in order. 

Mr. Grorer. The original text? 

The Presipinc Orricer. Yes. 

Mr. Dovcuas. [| understand the Chair to say that prior to the consideration 
of a substitute a perfecting amendment to the text is in order. 

The Prestoine Orrtcer, Prior to the consideration of the substitute, an amend- 
ment perfecting the oricinal text is in order, and takes precedence, before the 
substitute can be acted upon. 

Mr. Dovetas. May I offer the amendment, then, not as a substitute, but as 
a perfecting amendment, striking out the colon at the end of line 7, and having 
the text then read as stated in my amendment? 

The Prestpinc Orrvicer. That is exactly what the Senator has done. He 
merely moves to strike out, on page 1, the colon at the end of line 7, and the 
remainder of the language. 

Mr. Dove tas. T was not certain that that was in order; but since it is in order, 
that is what I submit. 

Mr. Ggorce. Mr. President, may I propound a parliamentary inquiry? 

The PrestoinG Orricer. The Senator will state it." 

Mr. Grorcr., What is the question before the Senate? 

The Prestpinc Orricer. The question before the Senate is on agreving to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from L[llinois [Mr. Douglas], in whatever 
form he wishes to offer it 

Mr. Dovetas. I thank the Chair, 

Mr. Groree. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from Illinois that the 
direct way of approaching this question is to vote down the Cordon amendment, 
because, as I understand the Senator from [linois, he does not agree with it in 
full. Then he may offer his amendment. 

Mr. Dovetas. Mr. President, I appreciate the suggestion of ihe Senator from 
Georgia, but in view of the fact that my amendment is now the pending question, 
| suggest that the Senate pass upon it, and then consider the Cordon amendment. 

Mr. MeFartanp. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The Prestoinc Orricer. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. MeFartanp. What is the amendment of the Senator from Illinois? 

‘he Presipina Orricer. The amendment of the Senator from Illinois is to 
strike the language in lines 8, 9, and 10, and substitute new language for the 
original text of the bill. That is the pending question. 

Mr. Sauronsrauy. Mr. President, will the Senator vield for a question? 

Mr. Dovetias. Certainly. 

Mr. Savronstauy.. I respectfully state to the Senator, in furtherance of what 
the Senator from Georgia has said, that, from the parliamentary point of view, 
if the Senator from Illinois now insists on his amendment, and it is agreed to, 
then the question as between the original text and the Cordon amendment will 
be completely different from the question presented to the Senate for a vote if 
the Cordon amendment were first considered. I say that because the Cordon 
amendment raises the question of changing the percentage rates alone. The 
amendment of the distinguished Senator from Illinois brings in an entire new 
group. So, if the amendment of the Senator from Illinois is adopted, the question 
becomes completely different from the question which the Senator from Oregon 
raises. 

Mr. DovGias. Let me say in reply to my good friend from Massachusetts that 
it is not a completely different question. It is a more closely defined question. 

As I understand, as stated by the Senator from Oregon in response to a question, 
his amendment does two things. First, it provides a flat 15 percent increase in 
compensation, instead of 5 percent, for those with less than a 50 percent disabil- 
itv—those covered in lines 5 and 6 of the bill. Second, it provides for a 15 percent 
increase in compensation for all those whose compensation is fixed by special 
award rather than upon a percentage of disability basis. 


99420—52——3 
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The amendment which I have offered, and which is the pending question, pro- 
vides for a 15-percent increase for certain groups whose compensation is fixed 
by statute, namely, those covered by subparagraphs (k) through (p) of paragraph 
Ii of part L of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a). Those groups are the para- 
plegices, the totally blind or virtually blind, the double amputees, triple amputees, 
and quadruple amputees. 

If my amendment were adopted, consideration of the Cordon amendment 
would simply mean that we would then vote on whether to increase the compen- 
sation of those with a percentage of disability between 10 and 50, under the 
percentage scheme. In other words, I point out a defined subgroup of those 
covered in the Cordon amendment and ask that they be included. They are the 
most deserving. Then we can pass upon the Cordon amendment and consider 
whether we wish to add other groups as well. 

Mr. President, I should like to make a case for my amendment, if I may. The 
veterans in these groups are the greatest sufferers. Their disabilities are service- 
connected. There are no non-service-connected cases involved. These groups 
include those who have been blinded in combat, those who are double amputees 
as a result of combat, and those who are paraplegics as a result of combat or 
because of injuries received as a result of being in the service. They were 
originally included in the act of 1946, but they were left out in the cost-of-living 
increase of 1949, and the committee is proposing to leave them out again. | 
believe that these groups should be included, and I hope very much that my 
amendment may be adopted. 

Mr. Corpvon. Mr. President, I have no objection to the inelusion of the groups 
mentioned by the Senator from Illinois, which are described in the substitute 
amendment which he has offered. However, I feel that if we are to increase 
compensation allowances and disability allowances at this time, and if we are to 
justify it solely upon the ground that it is costing the disabled veteran more today 
for his living expenses than it did when the allowances were first established by 
statute, then common sense, logic, and equity dictate that we use the same yard- 
stick in connection with every dollar of disability compensation we pay. 

Mr. KNow anv. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Corpvon. I shall be glad to vield in a moment. 

If it costs more for a veteran who is totally blind to live than it costs for one 
who is wholly disabled but not blind, I want someone to point out how and where 
the difference can exist. True, the individual who is totally disabled and at the 
same time totally blind has a greater burden to carry than has one who is totally 
disabled but who can see, and who, as a result, is not forever in the land of 
darkness. But, Mr. President, the darkness will not be lifted by any change in 
the allowance by reason of an increase in the cost of living. If we are dealing 
with cost of living, let us stay with that one subject, and let us treat our action 
as a response to the cost-of-living index, and nothing else. 

If that be the case, the amendment I have offered on behalf of these great 
veterans organizations, which applies a single vardstick straight across the board 
to figures and standards already established—and established after long and 
arduous investigation and consideration—should be adopted. The cost of living 
isalevelthing. It has gone up ordown as toall. Let us take the same yardstick, 
a percentage vardstick, and apply it across the board. In that case we will have 
done equity to all. 

Mr. KNowLaNnv. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. Corpor. | am glad to vield. 

Mr. KNowtanp. Mr. President, as I have listened to the debate today there 
appears to be considerable merit in the approach of the Senator from Oregon, as 
recommended by the veterans organizations. My recollection is that in the cost- 
of-living increase given to postal employees and other Government employees 
the increase was figured roughtly at 10 percent. I have asked for some figures 
relative to what this increase would amount to. I understand that the flat 
15-percent increase being proposed by the senior Senator from Oregon-—and I 
may say that these figures may not be precise, but they are certainly approx- 
imate-——-would amount to $175,155,000. A 10-percent increase would amount to 
$116,700,000. A 5-percent increase would amount to approximately $58,000,000. 
That is giving merely the record situation. 

The increase as proposed by the committee on its sliding scale amounts to 
about $98,773,000. So the cost of the Senator’s amendment, while it makes a 
flat across-the-board increase, is about $87,000,000 greater than. that being 
proposed by the committee. 

I was wondering if the Senator from Oregon would be willing, to modify his 
amendment so that instead of providing a flat 15-percent across-the-board in- 














INCREASE COMPENSATION FOR SEVERELY DISABLED VETERANS 1S71] 


crease it would provide a flat 10-pereent across-the-board increase, which would 
preserve the principle the Senator feels is desirable to perserve, and would rep- 
‘resent an increase over that recommended by the committee, but not 5 percent 
less than the flat 15-percent increase proposed by the Senator from Oregon, 

I merely point that out in view of the fiseal problems which confront the Nation 
today. The President of the United States has submitted a budget which calls 
for an expenditure of approximately $85,000,000,000. The tax revenues probably 
will not exceed an estimated $71,000,000,000, making a $14,000,000,000 deficiency. 
I do not believe that any realistic Member of the Senate or of the House believes 
that anv new tax legislation will be passed this vear, and there are a great many 
of us who feel that no new tax legislation should be passed this vear. Some of us 
feel that we have come to the end of the road so far as tax legislation is concerned, 
We have come to the point where, as Grover Cleveland once said, it is a condition 


and note theory that confronts us 

Since we are living on borrowed money, | think we should be very prudent in 
granting any imecreases, | agree with the Senator that there is room for an honest 
difference of opinion I have the highest respect for the members of the Com- 
mittee on Finance, particularly the able chairman of the committee (Mr. George). 
There is not a finer man in this body than is the Senator from Georgia. However, 
I pe rsonally like the approach of an across-the-board increase. I do not like to 
disturb the historical background we have established. If the Senator from 


Oregon would be willing to modify his amendment by providing a 10-percent, 
instead of a 15-pereent increase, | believe T could support his amendment. 

Mr. Corpor. L appreciate very much what the Senator from California has 
stated, and [ like the approach he has made. I, too, serve on the Committee on 
Appropriations, and T know something about the problems with which we are 
confronted in trving to find money to keep the governmental machine greased and 
moving. 

In this case, however, T cannot agree with the Senator from California. The 
Committee on Finance is an excellent committee. There can be no question about 
that. Those whe serve on it seek to bring to the floor of the Senate the most 
logical and best-considered legislation which it is in their power to recommend. 
It is very seldom indeed that I differ with the committee. However, in its reported 
bill the committee has provided a vardstick which it believes should be used in the 
ease of all veterans with disabilities of 50 percent or more. [| mey say that the 
House of Representatives did the same thing. 

Under those circumstances, Mr. President, I] would not at this time wish to 
modify my amendment to reduce the percentage from 15 to 10 percent. 

Of course, [understand that if my amendment prevails it must go to conference. 
There will be further consideration given to it, at a time when there will be even 
more information available than there is available now with respect to the finan- 
cial condition of the country itself, with particular reference to income versus 
outdo. 

Therefore | would not feel justified in accepting 10 percent in lieu of 15 percent. 

If 15 percent is right for one who has a 100-percent disability, then 15 percent 
is right for one who has a 10-percent disabilitv. If 15 percent be correct for a 
paraplegic or for one totally blind or for any other veteran who has suffered abso- 
lute disability within the particular classes that have been set up by statute, and 
if the cost of living has increased 15 percent, then the cost of living for one who is 
10 percent disabled has inereased 15 percent to the extent that he can work and 
support himself with respect to the 60 percent of the cost which he pays himself 
and certainly as to the 40 pereent which we found he cannot pay for himself, it 
has also increased by 15 percent. Why should we not meet that problem as we 
do the others? In each instance we seek compensation to supplement what a 
man cannot do for himself. We have measured the disabilitv in percentages. 
We have graduated the payments based upon those percentages. We now 
logically should take a level yardstick. If we increase any of the payments 
we should increase all of them at the same time, if we justifv what we are going to 
do on the basis of an increased cost of living across the board. 

Mr. Georer. Mr. President, if IT may correct the statement of the Senator 
from Oregon, | may say that the Committee on Finance did not approach the 
bill from that point of view at all. The House said that they were dealing with 
the increased pension cost, and they found that living costs had advanced. We 
accepted their philosophy with respect to the difference between the two degrees 
of disability, that is, a 5-percent increase up to 49-percent disabilitv, and 15- 
percent increase for disabilities ranging from 50 to 100 percent. We did it for a 
very simple reason, which IT submit is a very sensible reason, namely, that a man 
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who has a 40-percent disability can do a great deal for himself, whereas a man 
who has 100-percent disability cannot do anything for himself, 

We felt that the House had made a sensible discrimination there. I should 
like to say regarding the service organizations that representatives of every one 
of them appeared before the Finance Committee. We listened to them patiently, 
as we have done through the vears. However, their statement that we have 
upset the philosophy of uniformity is about as groundless as any statement anv 
representatives of these service organizations have ever made. | have been here 
working for the veterans longer than has any single one of the present repre- 
sentatives of these organizations. 

They have presented hardship cases and cases which made strong appeals 
We have listened to them, and we did make some distinction between those 
eases, But I never thought they were merely trying to put a foot in the door 
and then say, ‘““Whatever vou do from now on must be done uniformly for all 
veterans.”” Such a suggestion is ridiculous. 

Mr. Donglas and Mr. Lehman addressed the Chair 

The Prestpoinc Orricer. Does the Senator from Oregon vield; and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. Corpor. [shall be happy to vield in a moment, but first [ desire to address 
mvself to the statement made by the distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee, the Senator from Georgia, 

My understanding from his statement is that the Senate committee adopted the 
philosophy of the House of Representatives, namely, that this increase was based 
upon, and was justified bv. an increase in the cost of living. On that basis the 
bill has been reported with some changes which the Senate committee felt should 
be made. The committee has recommended some modifications in the bill as 
passed by the House of Representatives, although not with respect to this par 
ticular item. 

\long with the philosophy of the House of Representatives, namely, an increase 
in compensation because of the increase in the cost of living, the Senate committee 
adopted a proposal for a division of the measuring stick or the vardstick. The 
House provided for a 5-percent increase in the present rates of disability compen- 
sation for all veterans having less than 50-percent disability, and a 15-percent 
increase in the present rates of compensation for all veterans having disability 
of SO percent or more, 

Of course, the extreme case is that of the veteran who has 49-percent disability, 
as opposed to one who has 50 percent; in the former case, the veteran would re- 
ceive a 5-percent increase in pension, and in the latter case the veteran wouid 
receive a 15-pereent increase in pension. However, of course, that is not the way 
the matter works out, for the increase is figured on the basis of major multiples of 
10-——for instance, LO percent, 20 percent, 30 percent, 40 percent, or 50 percent; and 
in that way proper differentiations would be made between the proposed 5-percent 
increase in the pension rates of veterans having less than 50-percent disability and 
the proposed 15-percent increase in the pension rates of veterans who are 50 
percent or more disabled. 

Mr. President, with all due deference to the Finance Committee, [ cannot fol- 
low that proposal at all; it does not seem to me to be founded in logie. 

I understand that the committee has in times past, from time to time, reex- 
amined its standards and reclassified the groups which it had found had been 
subjected to inequities. No doubt the committee will do so in the future. From 
time to time the committee will probably change the vardstick of measurement 
of payment for disability, and will vary it; and it will be altogether proper for the 
committee to do so. 

However, the case now under discussion does not fall into that category. In 
this instance there has been no investigation to determine whether a rating of 
10-percent disability, as such, should be increased or lowered; or whether a rat- 
ing at 50-percent disability, as such, should be increased or lowered; or whether 
a rating of 100 percent should be continued or lowered. The only proposal ir 
that there be added to the payments made under standards already established, 
an additional amount to compensate for the increase in the cost of living. I 
submit that common sense requires, and equity insists upon, a common yard- 
stick of measurement in that case. Nothing less can satisfy. 

Mr. Leuman. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon vield for a question? 

Mr. Corpos, In 1 minute I shail be happy to vield; and I shall soon be through 
and shall vield the floor, unless Senators wish to ask me questions. 

Mr. President, the present parliamentary situation is that the Senator fromm 
Illinois [Mr. Douglas] now seeks, by means of his amendment, to provide a 
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15-percent increase in the monthly disability payments to certain of the veterans 
who are 100 percent disabled. The Senator from Illinois has described them as 
the paraplegics, the whodliv blind, and so forth. 

Mr. Dovcias. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon vield to me? 

Mr. Corvon. I shall vield in | minute, if the Senator will please be so kind as 
to wait that long. 

Mr. President, that proposal of the Senator from Illinois would be an addition 
to the payments now provided in the bill on a percentage basis. Veterans who 
are from 10 to 49 percent disabled would receive a 5 percent increase in payments 
as compared to their present rates of pension. Veterans who are from 50 percent 
to 100 percent disabled and veterans who are included in the special group de- 
scribed in the amendment of the Senator from Lilinois would receive a 15-percent 
increase in their pension payments. 

On the other hand, my amendment provides that a 15-percent vardstick be 
applied straight across the board for every veteran who by statute today receives 
a disability payment through the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Hinw. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon vield at this point? 

Mr. Leuman. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon vield to me? 

Mr. Corpon. I shail vield in a moment 

Mr. President, the philosophy upon which my amendment is based is that 
an increase in the cost of living rests with equal weight upon every person 

Now, Mr. President, | vield first to the Senator from New York |Mr. Lehman] 
if the Senator from Alabama wii! kindly wait a few minutes 

Mr. Hinw. Certainly. 

Mr. Leuwan. Mr. President, | wonder whether the Senator from Oregon will 
recognize the two very vital differences in principle between the amendment 
submitted by the Senator from Illinois and the amendment submitted by the 
Senator from Oregon 

In the first place, the groups covered by the amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois inelude only veterans who in almost all instances are totally disabled 
and that amendment covers the most needy groups of veterans, those who can 
not help themselves, and who, becanse of their disabilities, are unable to supple- 
ment their earnings in any way. That situation has previously been pointed ont 
Those veterans are completely and wholly dependent on the compensation they re- 
ceive from their Government, whereas veterans with a disability of 10 percent 
or 15 percent or 25 percent or 35 percent in many instances can to a considerable 
extent supplement their income by earnings. That is one difference. 

The other difference is that under the amendment submitted by the Senator 
from Illinois the only cases covered are service-connected disability cases. No 
other veterans are covered by that amendment, which applies only to veterans 
whose disabilities are directly connected with the service they rendered in the 
combat or other military forces of the United States during the Nation’s wars. 

It seems to me that those differences are so vitel that one can wholehearted|y 
support one amendment, and not be in full sympathy with the other. 

Mr. Corvon. Mr. President, does the Senator from New York feel that one 
can do that and can properly base the increase upon a cost-of-living standard? 
Can the cost-of-living standard be varied one iota or one-tenth of 1 percent by 
any consideration such as that offered by the Senator from New York? If so 
what is the basis for such a variation? 

Mr. Lenman. If I may answer the Senator’s question, I should like to say 
that I think the distinction is properly made, for, as | have pointed out, the vet- 
erans included in the groups referred to by the Senator from Illinois are unable 
to supplement their income by earnings; they are unable to carn a cent, except 
in very, very rare instances. 

On the other hand, the veterans covered bv the across-the-board amendment 
of the Senator from Oregon in a very large proportion of casos have the means of 
supplementing their income by earnings; and, as a matter of fact, they do, in 
practice, supplement their income by earnings. 

Mr. Corpor. Has not thet situation already been taken into consideration and 
measured by the statute? Why do we have measurements of percentages of 
disability, unless it be to provide a means by which we can say that certain vet- 
erans can earn a certain amount for themselves, and that in each case the Govern- 
ment will supplement the veteran’s earnings by means of paying him an additional 
amount, in order that the total of the two amounts will constitute or represent the 
amount the veteran would be able to earn if he were not disabled at all. 

Mr. Grorer. Mr. President, will the Senator from Oregon vield to me? 

Mr. Corpor. Lam glad to vield to the Senator from Georgia 
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Mr. Georcr. Nothing of the kind the Senator from Oregon has mentioned has 
been done. 

The actual fact is that a rating schedule has been adopted. A veteran who, 
as a result of service connected with the Military Establishment in time of war, 
has suffered a disability of 10 percent, receives a certain payment for that dis- 
abilitv; as the situation now is, such a veteran receives S15 a month if he has 
a 10-percent disabilitv. A veteran who has a 20-percent disability receives addi- 
tional compensation; and there is an increased compensation payment for veterans 
having 30-percent disabilitv, and likewise a further increase for veterans who 
have 40-percent disability. 

\ veteran who is rated as being 50 percent disabled has always been regarded 
and I think he is generally regarded now by everyone—-as being very badly handi- 
capped; and there is some reason for increasing the amount of compensation 
he receives. 

However, the compensation being received by veterans who are LO percent 
disabled or 20 percent disabled or 30 percent disabled or 10 percent disabled ha- 
no relationship at all to living costs or anything else of that sort; the payments 
received by those veterans are simply for the disability they have suffered, and 
the payments are based upon the extent to which the veteran is incapacitated 
and the extent to which he is unable to earn a full day’s pay, so to speak. 

Mr. Corpon. Exactly. 

Mr. George. Now let me call the attention of the Senator from Oregon——-and 
I would also invite the attention of the Senator from Illinois-——to the fact that in 
1440 Congress provided an increase of approximately 8.7 percent in the com- 
pensation received by all veterans—-every veteran 

Now we are considering a proposal made by the House of Representatives to 
increase by 5 percent the paygnents made to veterans who are disabled not more 
than 49 percent or who come within the 40-percent-disability. bracket, and to 
increase by 15 percent the payments made to veterans whose disability is greater 
than 49 percent. [do not see that there is anything wholly unreasonable about 
that proposal, inasmuch as it does not call for a departure from sound principle, 
for if at present the Government provides supplementary payments for veterans 
who are totally disabled or are practically totally disabled, it probably would be 
necessary to supplement them somewhat more than we should supplement the 
payments received by veterans who are only 20 percent disabled and who at this 
time may be able to carn as much money as they ever would have earned if they 
had not suffered the disabilitv. Yet they are under the law and under the rating 
schedule 

Let me also remind the Senator that every one of the veterans’ organizations 
Warts to retain the rating sshedule; none of them want to give it up. So, they 


must be satisfied with it. What is there unreasonable in saving to a veteran, 
“You are rated '5-percent disabled, but it does not interfere with vour work; 
you can earn just = much money as vou ever earned, vet we are now going to 


raise whatever the Government is paying vou by 5 pereent?”” In the case of 
veterans who are more than 49-percent disabled we do more than that; we increase 
their payments 15 percent, 

Mr. Corpon. Mr. President, the Senator from Georgia has added a further 
explanation Which it seems to me must have my consideration. [| cannot under- 
stand that, when we have set up payments on account of disabilities incurred by 
the veterans, we completely disassociate the disability from the earning power. 
If we have done that, then we have no basis whatever for our entire svstem of 
payments. We have definitely associated a physical disability with an impaired 
earning power. The Senator, in his statement, finally indicated that that Was his 
view; but that view cannot affect the remainder of his statement, which is that 
the rate of payment based upon differing degrees of disability has no relationship 
to the cost of living. Why, of course it has a relationship. The one thing we 
have sought to do throughout is, theoretically, to make the individual financially 
whole so far as support is coneerned, and so far as his daily living is concerned. So 
when we give him a 10-pereent disability rating, we arbitrarily provide a payment 
to him of so much a month, and the amount, if Wwe want to state it in dollars, ts 
$15 a month. We will pay him $15 a month, if he has a disability rating up to 
10 percent, because we feel that that represents the difference between what he 
will earn in his disabled eondition and what he could earn were he whole. The 
same philosophy carries through to the more severe degrees of disability, until 100 
percent is reached. At that point, we have said arbitrarily that S150 a month 
shall be paid to one who can do nothing to help himself. 

Mr. President, we all know, of course, that there can never be an arbitrary 
percentage of disability which will be wholly accurate, which will wholly reflect 
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the facts. There are people in the world today who are paraplegics and who are 
not only self-supporting but who are making a very considerable income over and 
above What is necessary for their support. They are the very few and the very 
fortunate, but there are such. 

There are those who, according to our arbitrary yardstick, are 40 percent 
disabled, but who in truth are not at all disabled from the standpoint of earning 
money. There are those with the same statutory degree of disability who in 
fact perhaps can do nothing for their own support. ‘The conditions vary with 
human nature. Some people can use certain faculties in such a manner as to 
overcome to a great extent the lack of the use of many faculties. We know that 
to be so. We see such cases around us every day. 

Mr. President, we have done the best we could to strike averages. We must 
always do that, if the law is to be general and applicable to all. ‘True, the arbi- 
trary percentages are only averages. True, the pavyinents are only roughly an 
approximation—a very, very rough approximation, and terribly on the low side, 
so far as that is concerned. But, Mr. President, one who is 10 percent disabled 
gets SIS a month because the Congress of the United States has taken notice of 
the fact that he is not so able to support himself as he would be if he were whole; 
and so it goes through the other degrees of disabilitv. If we used a vardstick 
straight across the board, we would do absolute equity and absolute justice, so 
far as we can do it without going into the basic rates themselves, to correct them 
if they need correetion. That was not attempted here. ‘There is no claim that 
the Cordon amendment will inelude all the beneficiaries included in the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Illinois It will inelude all those who should be included, 
if we are to do equity. 

| hope the amendment of the Senator from Illinois will be defeated, and that the 
amendment [ lave presented for the veterans’ organizations will be adopted. 

Mr. Humenrey. Mr. President, will the Senator vield? 

Mr. Corpor. [ vield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. Humenrey. First of all, l may say it was my intention to offer an amend- 
ment simular to the one offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. Corpor. | may say to the Senator from Minnesota that I would have 
mentioned that fact in my statement, as he had requested, had I not noted the 
Senator's presence on the floor. 

Mr. Humpnurey. It appears to me that the parliamentary situation at this 
motment requires that what we should do is to vote the Douglas amendment, upor 
down, since it is not a substitute for the Cordon amendment, though the Douglas 
amendment, as | see it, is a part, and a very significant part, of the Cordon 
amendment. 

Mr. Corvon. That is correct. 

Mr. Humpurey. | want to make it erystal clear that | happen to agree with 
the Senator from Oregon that the overall 15 percent ought to be applied, but the 
fact is that the bill which is before the Senate, House bill 4304, does not include 
What we call the statutory disabled. There is a specific proviso which omits 
them. Therefore it appears that both the Senator from Oregon and the Senator 
from Minnesota should support the Douglas amendment, since it at least is a 
step in the right direction, and if perchance we should lose the ¢ ‘ordon amendment 
and the Douglas amendment, then none of the men who deserve it will get their 
15 percent. 

I think it fair to say that the truly 100 percent disabled men, who are provided 
for by statute in separate categories, are fully and wholly deserving of the 15 per- 
cent increase, based upon the cost of living and the other increases in the present 
economy. Likewise, I feel with the Senator from Oregon that the LO percent, 
the 20, the 30, the 40 pereent disabled, are eligible and should get the increase. 
But why not proceed to give the Douglas amendment our support now? If we 
adopt it, then we can come to the Cordon amendment and strike out that part 
which deals with the statutory disabled and move onto the full 15 percent for 
other veterans. [ do not think anvone could present an argument that would 
really stand the test as to why there should not be a 15 percent incréase across 
the board. After all, if it is based upon inflation, increased costs, the increase is 
due the veteran who is 20 percent disabled just as much as it is due the veteran 
who is 15 percent disabled. 

I think the Senator from Oregon has made a good argument, which T hope will 
prevail. 1, for one, shall vote for the Dougles amendment, and if it is rejected 
I shall vote for the Cordon amendment If it is pgreed to, | hope the Senator 
Will amend it so as to eliminate those who have already been taken care of, and 
SO meet the issue as it comes, piece by piece. I promise the Senator my whole- 


hearted support of his objective 
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Mr. Corvon. Mr. President, I appreciate the statement of the Senator from 
Minnesota, but there is no need, as | see it, to prolong the discussion and offer 
amendment after amendment. The question is before the Senate at this time. 
If Senators believe either of the amendments should be adopted, I invite their 
attention to these facts, that to support the amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois would leave those veterans who are disabled less than 50 percent a 5 per- 
cent increase, and all others 15 percent, and the special group which the Senator 
from Illinois has added and described would receive 15 percent. If Senators 
believe that should be done, let them vote for the amendment of the Senator from 
Illinois. I shall vote against it, although if there were no other way of approaching 
the matter | would be in favor of it. 

The Senator from Illinois is on the right road, but he has not followed it far 
enough. So, Mr. President, in order to go all the way, I am going to refuse to 
go a part of the way when I might lose my way on the balance of the journey. 
If we believe it means justice to all to whom it will apply, then by voting against 
the Douglas amendment and in favor of the Cordon amendment, we shall get the 
desired result. I see no use in offering amendment after amendment. 1 think 
we can determine the question at this time. 

SEVERAL Senavrors. Vote! Vote! 

Mr. KNowLanp. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amendment to the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon. It would change the 15-percent figure to 10 
percent. The amendment, if adopted by the Senate, would apply the straight- 
across-the-board principle which has been enunciated by the Senator from Oregon 
and which I think has considerable merit. It will increase the cost $116,700,000 
as compared with the 15-percent amendment of the Senator from Oregon, which 
will increase the cost by 3$175,155,000. In other words, there is a difference of 
$58,000,000. 

\s | previously pointed out, Mr. President, | think the general standard of 
increase we have given in a number of bills which have been before us based on 
the cost-of-living increase has been approximately 10 percent. I think it is time 
we also gave some consideration to the American taxpayer. [| want once again 
to repeat that the President of the United States has presented a budget to the 
Congress calling for the expenditure of some $84,000,000,000. The income of the 
Government is estimated, under present tax laws, to be $71,000,000,000. That 
leaves us $14,000,000,000 in the red on the basis of conditions as they presently 
appear. 

Ir. President, again I say no realistic Member of the Senate or of the other 
House thinks that any new tax legislation will be passed at this session of the 
Congress, and there are many of us who feel that there should be no new tax 
legislation passed at this session, barring an all-out war which might present a 
different situation. Every nickel we are spending over and above $71,000,000,000 
is being spent from borrowed money. No family can go along on that basis; 
no business can go along on that basis: no government can go along on that 
basis, without ending up in dire disaster. 

Fiftv-eight million dollars, Mr. President, may not seem to be a lot of money 
to save in a case where we are spending money in astronimical figures, but I 
think it is time we gave some consideration to that point of view. There are 
many things we should like to do that we are not going to be able to do, and unless 
we begin giving some consideration to the bills which come before us day after day 
and are able to cut down some of the expenditures along the way, with the pen- 
sions we are giving, the payments we are making to the veterans, we are going 
to harm them as much as anyone else, because if we destroy the solvency of the 
Federal Government we will pay them off in depreciated curreney. When that 
step is taken in any government, as history has amply recorded, it leads to the 
destruction of the people’s liberties and to a totalitarian state. 

I am suggesting only that, instead of a 15-percent increase, there be a 10-percent 
increase across the board. That will bring about a saving of $58,000,000, and it 
will increase the amount given to the veterans by some S116,000,000. 

Mr. Dovcias. Mr. President, a point of order. 

The Prestoine Orricer. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. Doveuas. T should like the Chair to rule on this poine: As I understand 
the question now before the Senate is mv amendment. As | further understand, 
the amendment of the Senator from California would further amend the amend- 
ment of the Senator from Oregon, which is not at the moment before the Senate 
I should like to ask. therefore, whether the amendment of the Senator from 
California is or is not in order 
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The Presiping Orricer. The Senator from California has stated that he has 
an amendment, but it has not vet been sent to the desk or offered. It will not 
be passed upon until after the pending question is disposed of. 

Mr. Georce. Mr. President, if the Senator has coneluded his argument, I 
should like to say a few words. 

The Presipinc Orricer. The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Ilinois [Mr. Deusiesl to the text of the bill. 

Mr. Georee. Mr. President, [ wish to be heard on the question very briefly. 
I have, as have other Members of the Finance Committee, earnestly sought to 
bring before the Senate a bill whieh would help the veterans, a bill which Congress 
could pass and could hope to have finally approved. I have labored hard for it. 
I know we have tried to do right with reference to this bill. 

The pending amendment, as I understand, is the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Illinois, which will have to be first voted on: [Is that correet? 

The Prestpine Orricer. That is correct. 


Mr. Georce. The Senator from Illinois proposes simply to add another group 
of veterans. There are about five classifications of them. They are now being 
paid from S240 a month to $360 a month. Of course, the veteran who is drawing 
S360 —and two classes draw that amount—are in a desperate situation; that is 
true But | ask the Senate to remember that those vetreans are now drawing 
$4,320 a vear from the United States Treasury. I said in the beginning, and I 


now repeat——— 

Mr. Doveuas. Mr. President, will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. Georce. | vield. 

Mr. DovaGuas. | understand there are some 63,000 veterans in these categories. 
Would the Senator inform us what percentage of the total are included in the 
S360 category? 

Mr. Georce. About 2,800. 

Mr Doveguas. About 2,800? 

Mr. Grorae. Yes. 

Mr. Doveuas. The remaining 60,000 receive less than $360 a month? 

Mr. Groree. Yes; | said that. I did not point out the percentages, but I 
pointed out that the five classes concerned draw from the Treasury from $240 a 
month to $360 a month. 

I said another thing. In 1946 we gave to these sorely affiicted, sorely disabled 
veterans, substantially a 20 percent increase in the high rates they were then 
receiving. We tried to deal liberally with them, and did so in order to help them. 

I submit that a pension of $360 a month, or even $240 a month, is no insig- 
nificant pension for the Government to pay. I submit further, that it would be 
possible to wreck the Government by giving more to veterans, who now number 
in the millions, than the Government could afford to give. There is no greater 
disservice we can do to the American veteran, disabled or well, than to break 
down our whole economy by running up the cost of living for him. It would not 
be right to give him a large amount of money with one hand, and then, when 
prices shoot up, to take it out of his pocket with the other hand. 

Is it not a fair statement to say that the committee, the Senate, and Congress, 
have tried to deal liberally with these sorely disabled veterans, for whom all of 
us have the greatest and most profound sympathy? 

Of the five classes, the first class receive $240 a month; the second, $282 a 
month; the third, S318 a month; and the last two $360 a month. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that, regardless of what anyone wishes to say 
or do, if Congress enacted the proposed amendment it would be rendering a great 
disservice to the veterans, who, by and large, compose the great body of taxpayers. 
Some 15,000,000 or 16,000,000 were called to the colors in World War Il. I 
believe there are still remaining almost 3,000,000 World War I veterans. An- 
other large group of veterans, who will soon number 3,500,000, will be added as 
a result of the Korean conflict. 

What do Senator wish to do? Do they desire to do something for the veteran 
that is fair, or do they wish to pass a bill which cannot commend itself to anybody? 

The Cordon amendment covers the disabled veterans in large part, but contains 
another feature. [f the amendment should be adopted, the total cost of the bill, 
including amendments which have already been accepted and agreed to, would 
be about $267,000,000 the first vear. 

I ask the Senate to reject the amendment of the Senator from Tllinois. 


Mr. Dovenias. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
} 


The Presipinc Orricer. The absence of a quorum has been suggested. 
Mr. Humpnurey. Mr. President, will the Senator withhold his suggestion of 
the absence of a quorn: 
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Mr. Dovaetas. Yes, 

Mr. Humpurey. [ think the Senator from Georgia has forcefully reminded 
Senators of our obligations in terms of the budget and in terms of the over-all 
cost of veterans’ compensation and charges. However, I would remind the 
Senate that when it had under consideration the Defense Production Act, we 
passed the bill permitting adjustments right down the line, and allowed the 
manufacturer to add his additional costs. We said, ‘We are going to take into 
consideration the added costs.”’ 

I submit that if we could take those factors into consideration in connection 
with business, we can take into consideration the charges on veterans who are to- 
tallv helpless. 

Some of the paraplegics are totally helpless. Tf anvbody thinks it is possible 
for one who is totally | elpless to live on S69 a month, be has a view differeot from 
mine. 

This country is not coing to co to the wall if it takes care of 62.000 or 63,000 
veterans who are listed under the statute as seriously disabled. 

More than that, there was before the Senate a tax bill under which the Govern- 
ment could have raised $500,000,000 by making the date of corporate taxation 
effective January 1, but we made the date April 1. Making the date January 1 
would have taken care of the cost of the proposed increases, 

Evervone must know that we do not wish to submit the Treasury to a drain, 
but I submit that we cannot deny the fact that when a man is totally disabled, 
he has a claim upon his Government. Perhaps a valid argument can be made 
regarding a man who is 10 pereent disabled or 20 percent disabled. A valid 
argument cannot be made in terms of the need of a veteran who is totally or 
almost totally disabled. 

Nineteen hundred and forty-six was the vear when there was the last increase 
in these pensions, and I submit that since 1946 everybody in America, with few 
exceptions, has had a reward, in terms of wages and salaries, because of the 
increase in the eost of living. If he has not, he ought to have had it. The 
trouble is that there are some old pensioners, as well as others, who have not 
had increases. 

I think the amendment of the Senator from Illinois is the most justifiable one 
that has been submitted, and if I have to make a choice, on the basis of the 
budget, between the amendment of the Senator from Illinois and amendments of 
other Senators, I must join with him, because it provides for veterans who are in 
the most dire need, who are really in distress. If Senators have seen them, they 
cannot fail to know what distress they suffer. 

So I hope the Senate will adopt the amendment of the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. Leuman. Mr. President, will the Senator vield? 

Mr. Humpnrey. | yield. 

Mr. Leuman. I wonder if the Senator will not agree with me that we could 
easily have raised more than $500,000,000 by reducing the depletion allowance 
on oil companies and oil wells, and that we could raise that amount tomorrow if 
the Senate would only pass a measure so providing. 

Mr. Humenrey. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Lenman. That would pay for this proposed increase four or five times. 

Mr. Humpurey. | surely agree with the Senator. I do not want to get the 
debate off on to another issue, but [ simply say that while we can be put on the 
spot here because of the tremendous cost to our Government, perhaps it is time 
the American people found out that war is terribly expensive, perhaps it is time 
they found out that veterans who have given everything and have nothing left 
to give, but who have hope and faith in their country, are worthy of the Gov- 
ernment’s attention 

If a 15 percent increase for 63,000 seriously disabled veterans is going to break 
the Government, then we had better fold up our tents and seek a new land ora 
new area. 

Mr. Dovetnas. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PrestpinG Orricer. The absence of a quorum has been suggested 
The clerk will call the roll 
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The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to their names: 


Aiken 
Anderson 
Bennett 
Benton 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Connally 
Cordon 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Keton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
rear 
Fulbright 


Creorge 
Gillette 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 
Hill 

Hoey 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Hunt 

Ives 

Johnson, Colo. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kilgore 
Knowland 
Langer 
Lehman 
Long 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Maybank 
MeCarran 
MeClellan 
MeFarland 
MeKellar 


Millikin 
Monroney 
Moody 
Morse 
Munat 
Neely 
Nixon 
Conor 

O’ Mahoney 
Pastore 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Seaton 
Smathers 
Smith, N. J. 
Smith, N.C. 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Tobey 
Underwood 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 


The PresipinG Orricer, A quorum is present. 

Mr. Mitirkin. Mr. President, I wish generally to identify myself with the 
remarks made on this bill and on the amendments by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. George}. 

The Finance Committee paid very careful attention to the various points that 
have been raised on the floor today. I do not recall any serious division on any 
of its decisions with respect to any of these questions. The Committee on Finance 
has had jurisdiction over such matters for many vears. The Committee on 
Finance has among its personnel veterans of distinguished military record, The 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Martin] does not have room enough on his 
tunic to hold all the medals and ribbons that he has received for military service 
to his country. 

The chairman of our committee lost his son in war. 

We have two members on the committee who served in the Spanish-American 
War. 

Others of us have served honorably in other wars, 

I want to make a suggestion, and I want to make it with all the emphasis of 
which Lam capable. We are getting into the habit in this body of disrespecting 
everything that comes out of every committee. We are getting into the habit of 
legislating from beginning to end on the floor of the Senate. There is an assump- 
tion of superior virtue by those who attack everything that every committee 
brings out. 

Mr. Srennts. Mr. President, may we have order? 

The Prestpinc Orricer. The Senator from Colorado will suspend until the 
Senate is in order. 

Mr. Mituikin. Mr. President, the easiest thing that any man can do today is 
to make himself a cheap hero for the votes of veterans, One of the ways of doing 
it is to vote and work for more and more and more ill-considered benefits for 
veterans. I need not apologize for any lack of interest in the welfare of veterans. 
I have had the management of bills for increasing benefits to veterans and gen- 
erally have busied myself in that behalf ever since I have been in the Senate. 

I repeat, Mr. President, that the Senate Finanee Committee is not unsympa- 
thetie to veterans. We have had the subject of paraplegies introduced on the 
floor of the Senate. There is not a subject in this whole world, Mr. President, 
that can so tear a man’s heart to pieces. Mr. President, vou can pile the wealth 
of this Nation to the moon and hand it all over to those stricken men, and we 
still cannot compensate them for what they have suffered. We cannot talk in 
terms of compensation. 
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We have dealt with them separately; we have dealt with them specially. If 
we have not done justice by them, let us do it if it takes every penny in the Treas- 
ury. Will the suggested 5 percent, 10 percent, or even 15 percent give them 
justice? Let us bring in a separate bill to do it; let us consider it specially and 
separately; let us consider it dissociated from other problems and meet their 
needs generously. 

Mr. President, we come to the problem of granting an across-the-board in- 
crease. Mr. President, we have before us a bill which roughly speaking is the 
bill as it came from the House. The House is not ungenerous with veterans. 
At one time I had the figures with respeet to the number of veterans who are 
serving in the House and in the Senate. Veterans have several hundred special 
pleaders in the Senate and in the House, men who have served their country with 
honor in its Military Establishment. The House Veterans’ Committee considered 
all of these problems and came up with a bill which passed the House. 

Mr. President, T should hate to have to defend the complete eonsisteney of the 
bill before us, or the complete consisteney of any other veterans’ bill that has 
ever been before us, or that will ever come before us. 

‘This bill seriously considered by the Veterans’ Committee in the House and 
which was passed by the House is entitled to respectful consideration. It got 
such respectful consideration from the Senate Committee on Finanes. 

Many of us thought that it might better be different in this, that, or another 
respect. However, it is a bill which has grown, not out of animosity, not from 
anv desire to cheese pare with the veterans. It is a good bill under all the cir- 
cumstances, considering all of the matters which had to be reeonciled. Mr. 
President, when we play hero with veterans and with veterans’ benefits, re- 
member that we are aiso taking away their money to pay for such benefits. 
The more wars we get into, the closer we come to a population in the vears to 
come, When almost every man will be a veteran. 

Mr. President, you cannot play hero with the veterans by grants which do 
not tie fairly and equitably into the whole fiscal problem of Government. 

It is the veteran who is going to pay for these things. It is the veteran who 
will pay for the deficit we are running right now. It is the veteran who will 
pay our national debt of about $260,000,000,000. The benefits and the pensions 
and the costs for the educational programs that we will be giving to those now 
in the service, who I hope will soon be veterans, will be paid for by the veterans. 

The House bill runs from a 5-pereent increase for a disability of to 49 percent 
to a 15-percent increase for disability beyond that. There has been some ob- 
jection to it. It is an arguable point. 

We received the bill from the House. We adopted the theory of the House. 
We heard the arguments on both sides, and we accepted the theory of the House. 
What is there to the House theorv? Is it completely empty? 

Mr. Corpor. Mr. President, will the Senator vield? 

Mr. Miraiikin. Ina moment IT shall be very happy to vield. Those who have no 
disability and the great bulk of those who have disability ranging up to 50 per- 
cent are emploved. Many of them have their wages in private employment which 
have increased in accordance with the inerease in the cost of living. Some of 
them do not have their wages increased to that extent. I wish all of them did, 
but some of them do not 

So the House of Representatives has said, ‘‘We will give them some increase, 
although many of them are having their wages increased in accordance with the 
increase in the cost of living.” 

The House voted to give them a 5-pereent increase. Perhaps the increase 
should have been 10 percent, or perhaps should have been 3 percent, but the 
House voted a 5-percent increase. The House of Representatives voted a 15- 
percent increase for veterans having disability of 50 percent or more. 

Mr. President, when we consider the bill as a whole, when we consider all the 
proposed increases, and when we figure the cost of all of them, we find that the 
increases proposed by the bill amount to approximately 9 percent or 10 percent, 
similar to the wage increases we have been giving the employees of the Federal 
Government and the members of the Military Forces. 

Of course, the bill is not perfect: | am frank to admit that. However, every- 
thing coming from the House of Representatives is not wrong. Many of the 
Members of the House of Representatives are veterans, and many of them have 
brothers or sisters or sons in the service. 

Similariv, everything coming from the Senate Finance Committee is not wrong. 
It is disturbing to note the efforts to undo the carefully considered work of that 
committee here on the floor of the Senate by a few Members who are always right 
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and who know more than all the committee members combined, and who do not 
hesitate to say so and to disrupt the ordinary, orderly progress of the Senate. 

I think that is a subject that will need increasing attention unless we wish to 
destroy our committee system. 

I ean suggest to my Republican colleagues that this bill is a just one. It is not 
a perfect bill; it is not a bill which eannot be improved, but it is a bill which ean 
be defended and praised by friends of the veteran. 

Mr. Sauronsrauye. Mr. President, will the Senator from Colorado vield to me? 

Mr. Miuurmin. | vield. 

Mr. Savronstan.. | should like to ask whether the committee report) was 
Furthermore, | wonder whether the Senator from Colorado can give 


unanimous. 
which will be called for by the amendments, if 


an estimate of the increased cost 
they are adopted 

Mr. Miniixin. As 1 reeall, the committee report was unanimous; | recall no 
objection to it. 

When we consider the whole range of the amendments which have beer 
I believe they would increase the cost of the bill by almost 8350,000,000 
other words, from approximate Iv S1L50.000,000, as the bill now stands. to ApPpPronri 
mately S5S00,000 000, if we adopted the various amendments 

Mr. Corpor, Mr. President, will the Senator from Colorado vield to mye 

Mr. Mittikin. Lam elad to vield 

Mr. Corpowx. In his discussion the Senator from Colorado has suggested 
nsed in the first part of the bill to measure the additional 


offe re al 


that the vardstick 

payments is one that is arguable. If the Senator trom Colorado feels that it 

arguable, and if some of us rise on the floor and argue the other side of the matte: 

by what curious logie docs the Senator find those Senators to be “cheap heroes’ 
Mr. Minrikin. Lam glad to sav to the distinguished Senator from Oregon that 

he can exclude himself from that at once: | have never known him to be cheap 

in this matter or in anv other matter If the Senator from Oregon felt that | 


was aiming a barb at him, T hope be will stop thinking that.  T could not pos-ib! 


> 


do so 
Mr. Corpon. | appreciate the Senator's statement. 
Mr. Dovcguas. Mr. President, in view of the remarks ot the Senator fron 


Georgia before the quorum eall and in view of the speech just made by the Senator 
from Colorado, | think | should make a statement 

The committee bill provides for an inerease for veterans whose disabilities are 
now rated on a percentage basis. The committee bill is supposed to be based 


on the inereased cost of living: and, according to the report, the bill calls for a 
increase totaling S15O6,000,000 

The bill reported by the committee has omitted provision for 
compensation originally was fixed by special statute. Tt has 
the double amputees, the triple am 


+} 
tt 


iG Lroup ay 
veterans whose 
omifted anv provision for the paraplegics, 
putees, the blind, and the virtually blind. The veterans in that group originalls 
had their payments fixed by the statute of 1946. When an increase was grant 

in 149, it was not granted to the veterans in that group: that increase wa- 
confined to those whose disability was figured on a percentage basis, and thy 
increase Was given only to the veterans in that group 

In its bill, the committee did that a second time; it gave an increase solely 1 
veterans whose disability was rated on a percentage basis. Onee again the 
committee bill omitted provision for an increase in payments to veterans who 
were almost totally disabled, who had been given special ratings under special 
legislation. 

All my amendment proposes to do is to add the special groups covered in sub- 
paragraphs (a) and (b) of the Veterans’ Administration regulations, to the groups 
covered in the bill by the committee. In other words, my amendment adds the 
paraplegics, the totally blind, the virtually blind, the double amputees, and 
those who have suffered even more amputations 

Of course, my amendment relates only to veterans who have service-connected 
disability, veterans who are totally disabled as a result of combat or in the cours¢ 
of military service. My amendment does not cover veterans who lest legs or 
arms or became paraplegics by accidents after they had left the service. 

In other words, Mr. President, 1 do not think I am being a cheap hero when 
L say that my amendment relates to the group of veterans whom Congress has, 
above all others, marked out by special statute as the group of veterans who 
more than any other group deserve to be protected by the United States of 
America. 

I am sure the Senator from Colorado is perfectly sincere when he says that 
to compensate them for their 


we cannot give these veterans sufficient money 
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injuries. But when we are considering a bill providing an increase on the basis 
of the increase in the cost of living, whv should we omit the one class of veterans 
who, above all others, are most in need? It might be argued that no bill at all 
should be considered; but, apparently that is not the contention of the com- 
mittee, because it has reported a bill providing increased payments in the total 
amount of $156,000,000. 

Now let me address myself to the dimensions of the problem. I have consulted 
bv telephone with the Veterans’ Administration, and I am told by representatives 
of the Veterans’ Administration that the total number of veterans who would 
be covered by my amendment in subparagraphs (k) through (p) is approximately 
9,000, not 63,000. Sixty-three thousand is apparently the number of all the 
statutory cases. I simply pick out the most severely injured among all the 
statutory cases. I estimate that on the basis of approximately 9,000 cases, the 
additional cost required by my amendment would be only $9,225,000. 

Since I have been a Member of the Senate I have urged with the utmost 
sincerity that the Government should economize. But I certainly do not believe 
it should economize at the expense of the group of those who have suffered most 
from war injuries, 

Some Senators object to my amendment because it would cost too much 
money, namely, an additional $9,225,000. 

Other Senators object to my amendment—and I take it that is the position of 
my good friend, the Senator from Oregon, because it does not apply to veterans 
who are disabled from 10 to 49 percent. 

The amendment submitted by the Senator from Oregon, which some Senators 
prefer to my amendment, would, according to the computations of the Veterans’ 
Administration, cost approximately $87,000,000 more. My amendment would 
reduce the additional cost to only $9,225,000. That is a real saving, and yet 
the most deserving group of totally disabled veterans would be given a fair increase. 

There will be some Senators who will feel that we should go further than my 
amendment and should provide the total $87,000,000 increase. Personally, I 
do not think so. I am going to stop at the point indicated by my amendment. 

However, I think we should separate this matter, as the Senator from 
Minnesota pointed out, so that we can take one step at a time and can act on 
one issue at a time. 

I shall not comment upon the possible personal animadversions which may 
have been made. I merely say that, as a humble citizen, I have always regarded 
the Senate of the United States as a body in which we could have free debate and 
in which the issues could be considered solely on their merits. 

I have no belief that I am always right, as the Senator from Colorado may have 
implied. Of course, | am wrong many, many times. I merely ask that each 
issue be considered on its merits. 

If other Senators are critical of me, I regret it; but I am not here to engage in a 
popularity contest. I am simply trying to have this issue considered on its merits, 
just as I try to consider other issues, regardless of who may be the sponsors. 

Mr. President, on this amendment I ask for the yeas and nays. 

I now vield the floor. 

Mr. Corpon. Mr. President, I am not going to take any time of the Senate, 
beyond that which is necessary in order to make a brief statement as to what I 
deem to be the parliamentary situation at the moment. 

The original amendment which I presented in connection with this matter 
would, if adopted, provide for a 15-percent increase of all disability payments to 
all disabled veterans with a disability of 10 percent or more. That would include 
not only those who come within the rated percentage of disability, the group which 
has been referred to by the Senator from Illinois, but would include all disabled 
veterans whose disability compensation is by statute payable to them by the 
Veterans’ Administration. The purpose of it is to provide a flat 15-percent in- 
crease in disability payments, to offset increased cost-of-living charges. 

I make that brief explanation so that Senators who have not been present dur- 
ing the afternoon may understand what the situation is. 

After my amendment had been presented, the Senator from Illinois offered an 
amendment, which the Chair ruled was in the nature of a perfecting amendment, 
and which, if adopted, would leave the language of the bill as it now is; that is to 
say, it would provide 5 percent increase in compensation to veterans who are dis- 
abled to the extent of 10 percent to 49 percent, and 15 percent for all over 49 per- 
cent and up to 100 percent, plus the statutory group mentioned by the Senator 


from Illinois. 








INCREASE COMPENSATION FOR SEVERELY DISABLED VETERANS 1883 


As I see the matter—and I hope I shall be pardoned if I make this suggestion— 
if Senators believe that the 5-percent increase should apply to those having from 
10 percent to 49 percent disability, and 15 percent to those with a disability from 
50 percent to 100 percent, and that the group suggested by the Senator from 
Illinois alone be added, then a vote in favor of his amendment, of course, is 
indicated. 

If, on the other hand, Mr. President, Senators believe there should be a flat 
across-the-board percentage increase to all disabled veterans, an increase of 15 
percent of the present statutory payments for their disabilities, which would 
include all with from 10 percent to 100 percent of disability, and the statutory 
group, in addition, which would include those mentioned by the Senator from 
[llinois, and all others who have disabilities for which the law provides monthly 
payments, then a vote against the amendment of the Senator from Illinois would 
be in order, and a vote in favor of the amendment of the Senator from Oregon 
would be indicated. I make that suggestion in the hope that it may clarify the 
matter and that we may all vote in accordance with our convictions. 

Mr. Mixutxin. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Corvon. I vield. 

Mr. Minirxin. [| wonder whether it would also clarify the matter if we voted 
down the amendment of the distinguished senior Senator from Illinois, and if we 
voted down any amendments which might be offered later on, and which covered 
in whole or in part the questions which have been discussed. We would then have 
the committee version. Is that a correct statement? 

Mr. Corvon. There can be no question about that. I presumed we all knew 
that to be so. 

The Prestpinc Orricer. The question is on the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Douglas}. 

Mr. DovuGuas. I ask for the veas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

Mr. Dougtas. I ask for a division. 

On a division, the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MaGnuson subsequently said: “Mr. President, I was at the telephone in 
the cloakroom when the vote was taken on the Douglas amendment. I desire the 
Record to show that had I been on the floor I would have voted for it.”’ 

The PresipinG Orricer. The question recurs on the amendment of the Sanator 
from Oregon {Mr. Cordon], which will be stated, 

The Cuter CLiersx. On page 1, it is proposed to strike out the language in lines 
3 to 10, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That all monthly rates of compensation payable under laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration for disability are hereby increased by 15 per centum: 
Provided, That such increases shall not apply to dependency allowances or sub- 
sistence allowances.”’ 

Mr. KNownanp. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amendment proposed by 
me to the amendment of the Senator from Oregon. 

The Prestoine Orricer. The clerk will state the amendment. 

The Lecistative Ciersx. From the amendment of the Senator from Oregon 
it is proposed to strike out “15 per centum” and insert “10 per centum”’. 

The Prestoinc Orricer. The question is on the amendment of the Senator 
from California to the amendment of the Senator from Oregon. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected, 

The Prestpinc Orricer. The question is on the amendment of the Senator 
from Oregon. 

Mr. Georcer. Mr. President, I have nothing else to say regarding this amend- 
ment other than that it includes the same group as that which the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois desired to have included, but it abolishes any differential 
between the veteran who has a 10-percent disability and who can work as well 
as he ever could’in his life, and the man who has a 100-percent disability and who 
is drawing $160 a month now, under certain satutes. 

Mr. Corvon. Mr. President, will the Senator vield? 

Mr. Greorce. I vield to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. Corpon. In the interest of absolute accuracy, I suggest to the Senator 
that, while there is no difference between the two groups, there is this distinction: 
There is merely a flat percentage, but the percentage applies to the monthly 
payment. It is graduated aceording to disability. 

Mr. Georce. Yes: I understand that. There is good, sound reason for apply- 
ing it that way. In the first place, we want to be of help to the veterans. In 
the second place, this country has been very generous. Not one dime paid out 
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by the Veterans’ Administration is subjeet to one penny tax. Think of what 
that means, Mr. President. A man who receives $1,200 for a disability does not 
pay a dime on it by way of taxes. He mav have $2,000 or 85,000 additional in- 
come, but he pays no taxes whatever on any money paid by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration to him as a veteran who has sustained service-connected disabilities, 
or Who has sustained non-service-connected disabilities, nor is the money whieh 
is paid to his dependents, including his wife and children, subjeet to taxation 
The Government has been most generous. But the totally disabled veteran who 
now gets S150 a month will get an additional 15 percent If he requires a con- 
stant attendant, he will get more. In the ease of a man who is less than 40-per- 
cent disabled, and whose earning capacity is probably not at all impaired, but 
who is depending upon his occupation or vocation, there is good reason for say- 
ing that it is all right to inerease his compensation by 5 percent. But to give 
the man who is totally disabled something more is proper, particularly since in 
1940 we increased all veterans’ pensions and compensation by 8.7 percent 

We are now adding another 5 percent, but that does not satisfy anvone. Every- 
one wants to do something more for the veterans. One day the veterans wil! 
realize that the men who really helped them were those who have courageous! y 
fought their battles for 25 vears or longer as Members of this body and of the 
Finance Committee 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote. Vote 

The Presipine Orricer. The question is on the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Oregon | Mr. Cordon]. 

Mr. Corpon. Mr. President, I ask for the veas and nays. 

Phe veas and navs were not ordered. 

Mr. Corpon. Mr. President, | ask for a division 

On a division, the amendment was defeated 

The Prestoing Orricer. The bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. Grorok, Mr. President, there is a technical amendment on page 3, line 6 
at the end of the lin Phere appears “‘de-.”’ That is a typographical error, 
and it should bo stricken 

The Prestoine Orricer. Without objection, the correction will be made 

The question is now on the engrossment of the amendments and the third 
reedine of the bill 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time 

The bill (H.R. 4304) was read the third time and passed 


Mr. Birosaue. Of course, the policy of the Administrator is to be 
certain that we furnish the facts and give vou estimates of cost and 
answer any questions vou may have. He does not recommend for 
or against. But we would, if we were making a report, include the 
statement of the President in his budget message with reference to 
the recommended cost-ol-living-compensation increases, 

\Irs. Rogers. I think that is only fair. 

Mir. Rocers. It all boils down to the fact that under the present 
rates, Without this proposed legislation, if those rates are based upon 
a cost-of-living index, then they are 6 years behind the times. Is 
that right? 

\ir. Birpsane. The last increase was approximately 6 years ago 

Mr. RoGers. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Secrest. | would say that in 6 years’ time living costs have 
certainly increased by a substantial percentage. 

Mr. Rogers. | have noticed a little increase. 

If there are no further questions, thank vou, Mr. Birdsall. 

Mrs. RoGrers. You have made a very valuable statement, \Ir 
Birdsall. 

Mr. Brrosavy. Thank you, 

Mr. Rocrrs. The committee will next hear from Mr. Olson of the 


American Legion. 
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STATEMENTS OF C. H. OLSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION, AND 
CHARLES W. STEVENS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
REHABILITATION COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Onsox. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Rogers, Mr. Secrest, my name is 
CH. Olson. [am assistant director, national legislative commission, 
American Legion. | am accompanied by Mr. Charles W. Stevens, 
assistant director of the rehabilitation commission, American Legion 

We appreciate the opportunity of coming “ek vou this morning 
to support the provisions of H. R. 7446 and H.R. 7738. 

There may be a couple of points in the bill the # we are not mandated 
to support, but we take the position that whatever the Congress feels 
is beneticial to the veteran is entirely satisfactory to us. 

With your permission, | would like to introduce Mr. Stevens, 

Mr. Rogers. Does Mr. Stevens wish to make a statement? 

Mr. Ousonx. Yes, sir 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, Mr. Stevens is recognized. 

Mr. Srevens. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
American Legion appreciates the opportunity afforded by this hearing 
on the bill H. R. 7738, Eighty-second Congress, second session, to 
speak for increases in the monthly compensation rates payable under 
the laws administered by the Veterans’ Administration. 

The American Legion appeared before this committee earlier in this 
session and proposed increases of all monthly rates of disability and 
death compensation and pension pavable under laws administered by 
the Veterans’ Administration. Quite frankly, we were disappointed 
that H. R. 4394 as it passed both Houses in this session failed to 
provide such increases as are now proposed in H.R. 7738 and certain 
increases Which neither bill contemplates. 

We support and strongly urge early enactment of HL. R. 7738 insofar 
as it provides increases of rates of compensation now established by 
law. 

I was not informed that there would be a hearing also on H. R. 
7446 this morning. However, I must sav that the American Legion 
will heartily support the proposal in H. R. 7446, Mrs. Rogers’ bill, 
for a 15-percent increase in the rates of compensation provided in 
subparagraphs (k) to (p) of Veterans Regulation 1 (a), part 1, para- 
graph 2, but would most certainly urge that the 15-percent increase 
be authorized also for similar statutory awards provided in the World 
War Veterans’ Act, 1924, as amended, for World War | veterans in 
receipt of compensation by virtue of the provisions of that act. 

We note the bill would provide a new statutory allowance for the 
wartime service-connected anatomical loss or loss of use of a creative 
organ and a new statutory compensation award for wartime service- 
connected tuberculous disease upon attainment of complete arrest. 
We are not in a position to speak in support of these proposals without 
a mandate from a national convention or our national executive com- 
mittee. However, as Mr. Olson has stated, the American Legion 
assumes the position that if the Congress deems the legislation bene- 
ficial, we certainly do not object 

We sincerely recommend amendment of H. R. 7738 to provide 
also 
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1. A 15 percent instead of a 5 percent of monthly wartime com- 
pensation rates for disability rated 10 to 49 percent from the date 
increases payable by H. R. 4394 provisions become effective; 

2. An increase to $85 of the present $75 monthly compensation 
payable to a widow alone in wartime service-connected deaths; 

3. An increase of the present $60 monthly compensation award for 
dependent mother or father to $70 and, where there are both, of the 
present $35 each to $40 each in wartime service-connected deaths, 

4. An increase of 15 percent in the rates of additional disability 
compensation payable for dependents; 

5. An increase from $50 to $70 of the maximum additional sum 
authorized under the World War Veterans’ Act, 1924, for nurse or 
attendant. 

Disability ratings are based upon average impairments in earning 
capacities, and it has been the practice for over 30 years—a proper 
one in our judgment—to award compensation in an amount having 
the same ratio to the amount provided for total disability as the degree 
of disability bears to the total disability. 

With $172.50 monthly as the rate of compensation fixed for total 
disabilitv, we believe it right and proper to allow $17.25 monthly for 
a disability rated 10 percent, $34.50 monthly for one rated 20 percent, 
and so forth, so that the award to each veteran is commensurate with 
the reduction in earning capacity shown by the rating reflecting the 
degree of disability suffered. This is the reason for our first recom- 
mendation, 

Modest compensation awards are allowed widows without children 
and dependent parents in wartime service-connected deaths. These 
survivors were forgotten when increases were allowed other depend- 
ents, when H. R. 4394 passed. H. R. 7738 fails to make provision 
for them. The cost of living has risen for them, too. Many are 
aged and cannot even afford the ordinary comforts of life. Our 
second and third recommendations are made on their behalf. 

For those veterans disabled to the extent of 50 percent or more, 
awards of additional disability compensation are authorized for a wife, 
child—but not more than three children—and dependent parent or 
parents. Dependency of a parent must be proved. Disabled 
veterans with families are experiencing grave hardships, and our fourth 
recommendation offers an opportunity to alleviate their lot in some 
measure. 

As to the fifth recommendation, it should be borne in mind that the 
$50 allowance for a wartime service-connected disabled veteran so 
helpless as to be in constant need of a nurse or attendant was estab- 
lished in 1924. This was a reasonable award in terms of the 1924 
dollar. It is not today. 

Mr. Rogers. I have just one question. I notice you say you are 
not in a position to speak in support of these proposals without a 
mandate from a national convention or your national executive 
committee. Do you mean by that that you do have a mandate as 
to the general subject matter but not as to these particular pieces of 
legislation? 

Mr. Srevens. No, sir. We have a strong mandate to obtain in- 
creases of existing disability compensation rates to meet the soaring 
cost of living, but we can only speak in support of legislation when one 
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of our governing bodies—an annual national convention or the national 
executive committee—directs us to. 

Mr. Rogers. In other words, you cannot speak for additional 
disabilities that are not on the statute books now? 

Mr. Stevens. Unless they direct that we do. 

Mr. Rogers. That is, without direction? 

Mr. Srevens. That is correct. 

Mr. Rocers. But as to everything that is in existence now, you 
may speak for an increase in order to cover the increased cost of living? 

Mr. Srevens. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. If there are no further questions, thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Ouson. Thank you. 

Mr. Srevens. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. The next witness is Mr. Downer, assistant legislative 
representative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Mr. Downer, we shall be glad to hear you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF ADIN M. DOWNER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE 
UNITED STATES 


Mr. Downer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Adin M. Downer. I am assistant legislative representative, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States. 

I do not have a prepared statement this morning, but, with vour 
permission, | should like to make a brief oral presentation of the views 
of our organization on this bill. 

Mr. Rocers. The committee will be glad to hear you, Mr. Downer. 

Mr. Downer. My failure to have a statement is due in part, per- 
haps, to the alertness of the committee and the rapidity with which 
they scheduled hearings on these bills, about which action 1 mean to 
be complimentary rather than critical. 

I have with me a statement that we have prepared which shows the 
difference in the rates under the existing law and under H. R. 7446 and 
H. R. 7738. If that information is not available to the committee 
otherwise, | would be glad to place it in the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it will be placed in the record at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


Statutory awards 
oe H.R.746 | H.R. 7738 
Existing rate (yr. Rogers) (Mr. Rankin 


Subpar. (k) M42. 00 $48. 30 $50. 00 


Subpar. (1) 240. 00 276. 00 266. 00 
Subpar. (m) 282. 00 324. 30 313. 00 
Subpar. (n) 318. 00 365. 70 353. 00 
Subpar. (0) 360000 414.00 400. 00 
Subpar. (p) 360. 00 414.00 400. 00 
Tuberculosis 160.00 69.00 270.00 
Creative organ 30.00 134. 50 250.00 
Total blindness 1198. 00 (3) 219.78 
Total blindness and loss of | or more limbs 1 258. 00 () 286. 38 
Nurse or attendant : 160. 00 @) 167.00 


1 World War I only. 
2 All wars. 
3 No change 
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Mr. Downer. According to this comparative schedule of rates, we 
are inclined to say that we could support either of these bills. In 
some categories there are larger increases in H. R. 7446 and in some 
categories ‘large r increases in H. R. 7738. 

The principle, though, of extending increases to the paraplegics, the 
blind, the amputees, the more severely disabled, is unquestionably one 
that we support. 

These groups have been denied two increases that have been ex- 
tended to less severely disabled. We know of no valid argument by 
which one can justify the extension of increases to the lesser disabled 
and deny them to the more severely disabled. 

In addition to the provisions in the bills for increases in compensa- 
tion, | should like to call attention of the committee to the fact that 
under Veterans Regulation 1 (a), compensation rates for veterans of 
all wars are uniform. 

Now we get over to part IIT for pensions for the non-service-con- 
nected disabled, and we find that the amount of a veteran’s pension 
entitlement depends upon what war he was in. 

It seems to us that if there is no good reason for a differential in 
rates for compensation of veterans of different wars, then, by the same 
token, there is no reason for a differential in pension rates for the vet- 
erans of different wars. 

1 would like to offer to the committee at this time a —— amend- 
ment, the substance of which is to amend paragraph 1 (f), part III, 
to increase the amount of pension pavable to $75 a month and that 
where an otherwise eligible person shall be rated permanent and total! 
and in receipt of a pension for a continuous period of 10 years or 
reaches the age of 65 vears, the amount of the pension shall be $90 
monthly. 

I would like to sav to the committee in support of this proposed 
amendment that we cannot understand the persistent reluetance—or 
I should say opposition — to the increase in pension rates. It seems 
that everybody endorses the principle of compensation. I would like 
to point out that even the people who oppose increase in pension rates 
must recognize, must admit, that the service of the veteran to his 
country was just the same as the service of the veteran who receives 
compensation. He served his country just the same as the other 
veteran. Also, nobody can deny but what he is just as disabled as 
the other veteran. But for the mere reason that his disability did 
not oceur until after his service to his country, they oppose increasing 
his pension rate. 

Mr. Secrest. You do not contend that they should be the same as 
the service-connected disabled veteran? 

Mr. Downer. No, sir. 

Mr. Secrest. They should have the same percentage of increase 
inasmuch as the ratio between them has already been established? 

Mr. Downer. I do not think the rate should be the same; no. 
But I think, in the interest of uniformity, logie requires in Veterans 
Regulation 1 (a) that since we give veterans of all wars the same com- 
pensation rate, | think, when we get over to part IT] of the same 
regulation, we should give veterans of all wars the same pension rate, 
and I think pension rates should be increased. 
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Our recommendation is for the increase, as in this suggested amend- 
ment, to $75 and $90 per month. 

May I put this suggested amendment in the record? 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it may be put in the record at 
this point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

(a) Paragraph | (f), part IL], Veterans Regulation Numbered 1 (a), as amended 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

“(f) The amount of pension pavable under the terms of part ITT shall be $75 
monthiv, except 

“(1) That where an otherwise eligible person shall have been rated perma 
nent and total and in receipt of pension for a continuous period of ten years 
or reaches the age of sixty-five vears, the amount of pension shall be Soo 
monthly; 

“(2) That where an otherwise eligible person is or hereafter becomes, on 
account of age or physical or mental disabilities, helpless or blind or so 
nearly helpless or blind as to need or require the regular aid and attendance 
of another person, the amount of pension shall be $120 monthly.” 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall apply to veterans of 
both World War I and World War IT. 

Mrs. Rogers. Of course, we did pass a pension bill, but it fatled in 
the Senate. 

Mr. Downer. Yes. Now, in addition to the justification for 
pensions, from the fact that the man served his country and that he 
is disabled—both of those factors, the same as exist in a service- 
comnected disability case to whom we pay compendsation-—— in addition 
to that fact, there is the fact that many veteraos had their disabilities 
incurred in the service, but they are unable to prove they were in- 
curred in the service and therefore are denied compensation and ean 
receive only what Congress extends to them as a pension. 

Mrs. Rogers. Some of them did not even ask for compensation, 
although their injuries were service-connected, and then later on 
they found they needed it. 

Mr. Downer. | believe that concludes our statement, untess the 
committee has some questions. 

Mr. RoGers. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Secrest. Just this one question. Where did you wish to put 
that amendment? 

Mr. Downer. At the end of the bill, Mr. Seerest. 

Mr. Seeresr. As a new section? 

Mr. Downer. As a new section; ves. It would be section S on 
H. R. 773s. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank vou, Mr. Downer, for appearing before us 
We are alwavs glad to have vou. 

Our next witness is Mr. Foster of the DAY. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. FOSTER, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, ACCOMPANIED 
BY CHESTER CASH 


Mr. Foster. My name is Charles E. Foster. IT am the assistant 
legislative director for the Disabled American Veterans. I would 
like the record to show that I have with me Chester Cash. Mr. Cash 
is one of our service officers and will provide me with the background 
of technical information, which he is well qualified to do 
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We are very pleased to have the opportunity to come up here and 
support the bills designed to correct what we think is the grossest 
inequity in the bill H. R. 4394 which recently passed the Senate. 

As the members of the committee know, it provided no increase fo: 
the men rated under Public Law 182, the more seriously disabled 
veterans, those with amputations, double amputations, totally blind, 
and very, very seriously disabled men. 

1 think evervone is aware that the DAV was very vehement in 
expressing its feelings on the action taken by the Senate in passing 
H.R. 4304. 

The bill introduced by Mr. Rankin, H. R. 7738, we have not had 
an opportunity to study thoroughly. The bill H. R. 7446, introduced 
by \irs. Rovers of \lassachusetts, would, in our opinion, inerease the 
compensation of the men rated under Publie Law 182 by 15 percent, 
which would grant them the same increase as provided to the men 
rated from 50 to 100 percent under the provisions of Tl. R. 4394 and 
would correct, as | stated before, a very gross injustice. 

By convention mandate, we are in favor of the double statutory 
award under Public Law 182 for men having more than one loss or 
the loss of the use of an arm, leg, or eve. | want the record to show 
that we are mandated to that extent. 

In considering these bills or the bill to increase compensation, I 
think this committee should, as | know they will, take into considera- 
tion the practicalities of the situation as to what not only the committee 
as a Whole would accept but what the House of Representatives and 
the Senate would accept. 

We try to be just as practical as the Congress of the United States. 
We want to see justice and equity done. From that standpomt, we 
are somewhat apprehensive that the bill H. R. 7738 might fail of 
passage in that it does include increases to a lot of disabled veterans 
who probably would not be included under H. R. 7446. 

Again by national convention mandate, we have requested the 
Congress to increases the rates of compensation and special monthly 
awards for all people on the compensation rolls and recommend to 
this committee that they report a bill which will do justice and 
equity to all service-connected disabled veterans equally. 

There is just one other thing | would like to comment on, and that 
is that actually what we are asking for here and what this committee 
is trying to do is not to increase compensation but to adjust the exist- 
ing rates. The veterans rated under Public Law 182 have not had 
an increase in recent years. Their compensation was last fixed by 
the Congress in 1946, and if the rates of compensation that the Con- 
gress established in 1946 were fair and equitable at that time, then I 
think everyone will agree that it is not fair and equitable today. 
Regardless of whether the Congress increases compensation 15 percent 
or 20 percent, it is not an increase as such but merely an adjustment 
in keeping with the increase in the cost of living. You can blame it 
on the deflated value of the dollar or the increase in the cost of living, 
but whatever name is applied it is merely an adjustment and not 
an increase. 

Mr. Rogers. May I make a statement right there? Your position 
is that actually these boys have suffered a reduction during the past 
6 years? 

Mr. Foster. Exactly. 
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Mr. RoGers. So far as the value of the dollar is concerned and 
what they can buy with it? 

Mr. Fosrer. Exactly. This bill would merely adjust that and 
bring it back on a parity with what they were getting in 1946. 

Mrs. Rogers. I think many people did not realize what was hap- 
pening. Some felt that the Senate would adjust the matter in the 
recent bill; that it was better to get that bill through the House 
without too much debate, but the Senate has not acted very quickly 
on any of these bills. 

Mr. Foster. I think that was undoubtedly the case I would like 
to see the bill reported that would do justice to all these men who are 
in receipt of disability compensation, who received no benetits under 
H. R. 4394 

That is our position in brief. Lam sorry | eannet go into detail 
on H.R. 7738, but because of the rapidity with which vou held hear- 
ings—with which we are in hearty accord—we have not had the 
opportunity really to go into the bill in the detail that we would like. 

Mrs. RoGers. How about the TB cases? 

Mr. Foster. We are mandated that all special monthly compensa- 
tion be increased, 

Mrs. Rogers. Did the bill that we passed include an increase in 
the rates of TB service-connected cases? 

Mr. Fosrer. H. R. 4394? 1 do not believe it did. 

Mrs. Rogers. Those are statutory now, really—those TB cases. 

Mr. Fosrer. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Secrest. Is there anything in H. R. 7738 you are not man- 
dated to support? 

Mr. Foster. I could not answer that specifically, Mr. Secrest. 
The increases under (k) which would provide additional statutory 
award for each loss or loss of use-——we are mandated for that. That is 
the creative-organ loss or the loss of use of the creative organ, for 
World War IT veterans. We are mandated to support that. In 
other words, it would merely adjust-—-give the World War II veteran 
the same benefits as the World War I veteran in that respect. 

But the other features of the bill T have not had an opportunity to 
diseuss with our technical staff. 

Mr. Rogers. Are there any other questions? Tf not, we thank you 
and appreciate vour advice and counsel on this matter. 

Mrs. Rogers. You are always right on the beam. 

Mr. Foster. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. The next witness is Mr. Wilson of the AMVETS. 


STATEMENT OF RUFUS H. WILSON, NATIONAL SERVICE DIRECTOR 
OF AMVETS 


Mr. Winson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I do 
not have a prepared statement this morning and, as your time is 
running short, I shall make a verv brief oral presentation. 

We are in general agreement with the provisions of both bills pend- 
ing before the committee. However, in the interest of being realistic 
and in the expectation that we have a greater chance of getting one 
bill through than the other, we are willing, in spite of certain misgiv- 
ings, to support Mrs. Rogers’ bill, which will grant a 15-percent 
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increase across the board for statutory award disabilities to those 
veterans who are the most seriously disabled. 

We were not in agreement with the provisions of H. R. 4394 as 
passed, and we would have liked to see a 15- percent increase extended 
across the board. However, after reading the presentation made by 
the various Senators on the floor of the Senate when H. R. 4394 was 
considered, Lam personally convinced that there would be very little 
chance of an across-the-board increase going through over there. 

1, because we so sincerely believe that these seriously disabled 
veterans deserve the utmost consideration of the Congress, and we 
believe such a bill can get through the Congress, because certainly 
there can be no argument against such an increase, we would Tike 
to see a bill reported by this committee which would go through the 
House of Representatives and go to the Senate where it would receive 
some consideration. 

In support of a certain amount of uniformity, we would desire to 
see included in any bill an amendment to include increases for statu- 
tory awards for arrested tubercular cases and for loss of or loss of use 
of a creative organ. We consider that this suggestion would not in 
any way detract from an over-all intent to give seriously disabled 
veterans a certain amount of increased compensation. | believe that 
this suggestion would also receive serious consideration in the Senate. 

Thank vou. 

Mr. Rocrxs. Mr. Wilson, thank you for your statement. It is 
always a good statement and always appreciated by us. 

You have heard some of the comments this morning about the 
speed with whieh the committee has brought these bills up. I 
want to make this observation. Is it the position of vour organiza- 
tion, with the others, that that is the best way to operate, even 
though it may sometimes cut down on the amount of time that you 
people have? 

Mir. Winsox. Yes, sir. Sometimes speed is a wonderful thing. 

Mr. Rogers. It is my experience since | have been a Member of 
Congress that there has been considerable eriticism about some bills 
being held in committee and not being heard. 

Mir. Witsowx. Sometimes it ts a matter of being six of one and half 
a dozen of the other. 

Mr. Seeresr. | think it depends on the circumstances. If T am 
not mistaken, this committee is 100 percent for either one or both of 
these bulls. Even if we had no testimony at all, it would save time. 

Mrs. Rogers. | think it helps us very much to have statements on 
these bills, because people are always asking “How do the veterans’ 
organizations feel about these bills?” 

Mr. Witsox. This subject has been considered for quite a long 
period of time, and it is certainly not difficult to come before the 
committee to support a bill like this. 

Mr. Secrest. | think it is a wonderful thing to have the hearings, 
and we certainly do need the testimony for the benefit of the full 
committee and the House when the bill gets on the floor. [ think it 
would be well to point out, if the question should be asked, that the 
difference between the two bills is something like $16 million. Mrs. 
Rogers’ bill takes only (k) through (p). Is that right? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir; arrested tuberculous and creative organ 
were added to that bill, it probably would not add over $1.5 million. 
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Mr. Secrest. Apparently, from this document, the creative-organ 
cases would add $9 million; would cost as much as the rest of it put 
together. 

Mr. Winson. That would be including World War IL, which is not 
in the present law. 

Mr. Secrest. That is right, but H. R. 7738 does include 

Mr. Winson. | understand there is a bill to give World War II 
veterans that benefit which has already passed the House and is 
pending in the Senate 

Mr. Seceresr. If that is true, then we would be weakening this bill 
to include it 

Mr. Witson. I think so 

Mr. Sreresr. Because we would be duplicating what has already 
been done. 

Mr. Winson. We certainly support Mr. Rankin’s bill, but I think 
itis a matter of getting it through the Congress. 

Mer. RoGERs. Thank vou, Mr. Wilson. We are always vlad to 
have vou and the other witnesses come before us. 

If there is no objection, the subcommittee will vo into executive 
session, 

(Whereupon the subcommittee went into executive session, 


x 





